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PSYCHOLOGY OF MANAGING ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAVIOR
OF EMPLOYEES FOR THEIR INVOLVEMENT AND
RELATIONSHIP WITH THE LEADER

Abstract. Most modern organizations in their work with personnel pay
considerable attention to how to manage employee involvement and through what
actions of management it can be increased.

The concept of engagement described back in the 90s of the twentieth century
in the works of Kahn, was supplemented and developed over the past 30 years old,
but has not changed significantly. According to the author of this term, engagement
Is a state of an employee characterized by the degree realizing his personal potential
in the process of fulfilling his work role, as well as the degree of its active, cognitive
and emotional expression in process of labor activity.

This paper will discuss analysis of the connection between the level of
development of managerial competencies of a manager and involvement in the work
of both himself and his subordinates.

The work examined the relationship between the involvement of employees
at different levels in the organization and the level of development of the
competencies of their managers; and differences between executive and employee
engagement. The presence and extent of relationships were determined using
correlation analysis, and differences were determined using assessment reliability of
differences in mean values. The leadership competencies of Understanding the
Business, Results Orientation, Collaboration and Developing Subordinates
contribute to the engagement of subordinates. “Leadership”, “Initiative”, “Business
Understanding”, “Interaction” is also interconnected with the leader’s own
involvement. "Planning™ has the opposite effect relationship. It has been established
that there are differences in the involvement of managers and employees.
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There is a relationship between employee and manager engagement with the
level of development of his competencies: some of the manager’s competencies are
associated with his high involvement and the involvement of his employees, some
with low. Discovered connection between the levels of involvement of the manager
and employees. Differences in some parameters of engagement between managers
and employees were revealed.

Keywords: work engagement, work motivation, management competencies,
staff satisfaction, organizational psychology.
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ICUXOJIOI'IS YIIPABJIHHS OPTAHI3AIIIAHOIO
MOBEJIHKOIO CHIBPOBITHHUKIB OO iX 3ATYUEHOCTI TA
B3AEMOBI/ITHOCHH 3 KEPIBHUKOM

AHoTamiss. biabIIicTh cydacHUX opraHizalliii y cBOiid poOOTI 3 EPCOHAIOM
OPUAUIAIOTh 3HAUYHY yBary TOMY, SIK YMPAaBISATH 3ay4EHICTIO CHIBPOOITHHKIB 1
SIKUMH JIIsIMUA KEPIBHUIITBA MOYKHA i M1ABUIIUTH.

Konnenis 3aJIy4eHHs, ONHCaHa e B 90-x poxax XX cromTTst B poboTax
Kana, Oyna nonoBHeHa 1 po3BHHEHA MPOTArOM octanHix 30 pokiB, aje iICTOTHO HE
sMmiamIaca. Ha mymky aBTopa mporo TepMmiHy, 3aIy4eHICTh - 1€ CTaH MpAIliBHUKA,
0 XapaKTEepU3YEThCS CTYMEHEM peanizallii Woro oCOOMCTICHOTO MOTEHIIAly B
npolieci BHUKOHAHHA TPYAOBOI pOJi, a TaKoX CTyINEeHEM MOoro akTUBHOTO,
Mi3HABAJIHHOTO Ta EMOIIIHHOTO MPOSBY B MPOIIECI TPYIOBOT AISUIBHOCTI.

VY naniii poOOTI HTUMEThCA TPO aHaII3 3B’SI3KY MIXK PIBHEM PO3BUTKY
YIPABIIIHCHKUX KOMIIETEHI[1M KEpPIBHUKA Ta 3AJIy4YeHHSIM J10 poOOTH K MOTro camoro,
Tak 1 HOro miuIerInx.

VY po6oTi AOCTIIKEHO B3aEMO3B’ 30K MK 3TyYCHHSIM TPAIIBHUKIB Pi3HUX
pIBHIB 7O oOprasizanii Ta piBHEM pPO3BUTKY KOMIETEHI[IH iX KEpIBHHUKIB; 1
BIJIMIHHOCTI MDXK 3allydeHHSM KEpiBHHMKIB 1 TpaliBHUKIB. HasBHICTH 1 CTymiHb
3B’SI3KIB BU3HAYAJIA 32 JOTIOMOTOIO0 KOPEIAIIMHOrO aHaidy, a BIAMIHHOCTI — 3a
JIOTIOMOTOIO OIIIHKK JOCTOBIPHOCTI BIAMIHHOCTEH CepenHiX 3Ha4eHb. JIimepchki
kommeTeH1ii, Po3yminns 613Hecy, OpieHTarllis Ha pe3ynbrar, Crimnpariis Ta Po3BuTok
MIJJICTINX CIPHUSAIOTH 3ay4eHHIO mipienuX. «JlimepctBoy, «lIHimiaruBay, «/imose
B3a€EMOPO3YyMiHHS», «B3aeMois» TakoX B3a€EMOIIOB'SI3aHI 3 BIACHOIO 3aJy4EHICTIO
minepa. «l[lmanyBanHs» Mae npoTuiexkHui edext. BcraHoBieHo, 10 iCHYIOTH
BIJIMIHHOCTI Yy 3QJIy4€HOCTI KEPIBHUKIB 1 MPAIiBHUKIB.

Mix 3adydeHICTIO TpaliBHAKA Ta KEpiBHUKA ICHY€ 3B’S30K 13 piBHEM
PO3BUTKY HMOro KOMIMETEHIIIM: JesKi 3 KOMIETEHIIM KepiBHHMKA TMOB’s3aHl 3 HOro
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BHCOKOIO 3aJIyYEHICTIO Ta 3aJy4YEHICTIO MOro CIIBPOOITHUKIB, IE€AKI — 3 HU3BKOIO.
BusiieHo 3B'S130K Mk PiBHAMH 3a7Ty4€HOCTI KEpIBHHUKA Ta CIIBPOOITHUKIB. BusiBieHo
BIIMIHHOCTI B JIEIKUX MapaMeTpax B3aeMOJlii KEPIBHUKIB 1 CITIBPOOITHHUKIB.

KuarouoBi ciaoBa: TpynoBa 3ajlydeHICTh, MOTHBALllA Mpalll, YIpaBIiHCHKI
KOMITIETEHII11, 3a/I0BOJICHICTh IEPCOHATY, OpraHi3alliiiHa ICUXO0JIOT .

General problem statement. Analysis of the connection between the level of
development of managerial competencies of a manager and the involvement in the
work of both himself and his subordinates. Most managers of modern organizations
pay considerable attention to managing employee engagement when working with
personnel. One of the key factors influencing employee engagement is the
immediate supervisor. It is important to determine the manager’s competencies,
through the development of which it is possible to increase the involvement of
employees at different levels in the organization. The work examined the
relationship between the involvement of employees at different levels in the
organization and the level of development of the competencies of their managers;
and differences between executive and employee engagement. The presence and
degree of relationships were determined using correlation analysis, and differences
were determined by assessing the reliability of differences in mean values.
Participants. Employees of the organization: 768 people (24,2% men, 75,8%
women): 146 (19%) managers and 622 (81%) employees. Methodology for
assessing the competencies of managers “360 degrees” based on a corporate model
of 8 management competencies; Anonymous engagement questionnaire. The
manager’s competencies “Understanding the Business”, “Result Orientation”,
“Interaction” and “Development of Subordinates” contribute to the involvement of
subordinates. “Leadership”, “Initiative”, “Business Understanding”, “Interaction” is
also interconnected with the leader’s own involvement. “Planning” is an inverse
relationship. It has been established that there are differences in the involvement of
managers and employees.

Analysis of recent research and publications. Organizational psychologists
are increasingly examining both physical, cognitive and emotional state of the
employee. The definition of engagement has been expanded and brought closer to
socio-psychological phenomenon by M. Barrick: “General ideas of organization
members that members organizations as a whole are physically, cognitively and
emotionally immersed in their work” [1, p. 113]. A little later B. Shook and co-
authors proposed to consider engagement as a manifestation of work motivation: “A
motivational concept that reflects the simultaneous investment of a person’s
physical, cognitive and emotional energy into active, full-time work" [2; 7, p. 269].

In this paper, the authors adhere to the definition formulated earlier:
“Involvement is physical, emotional and intellectual state that contributes to the best
performance of work".
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Recently, both organizational psychologists and organizational leaders have
increasingly begun to study the question of whether there is a universal recipe for
increasing employee engagement? How to influence its level?

Are internal or external influences more effective? What is the role of a
manager in creating employee engagement?

According to the results of many studies and according to different models of
engagement, underlying a number of methods for assessing it, along with the
company’s culture, the company’s business goals, process efficiency, product and
market image, the “manager” is considered a factor influencing employee
engagement [2; 6].

Extensive research into the qualities of top leaders by leadership consultants
has shown that the ability to “inspire and motivate excellence” is the most effective
indicator of an outstanding leader.

The ability to inspire is not a pleasant bonus or an add-on to the
responsibilities of a leader, but a priority [3].

In a study by R. Sutton and his colleagues, summarizing the results of
observations of the work of several hundred managers at different levels in different
industries, as well as interviews with thousands of workers - their subordinates, an
unexpected result was discovered. Most respondents were sure that bosses are never
good, and any manager is an unpleasant person who should gain efficiency at any
cost.

The results of surveys of different groups were identical: about 75% of people
considered communication with their immediate superior to be the most unpleasant
part of their work.

The main research material mentioning justification of the scientific
results obtained. The concept of engagement described in the works of the
following scientists such as A. Saks, Kahn, M. Barrick, B. Shook, R. Sutton, R.
Hogan. According to the author of this term [3; 5], engagement is a state of an
employee characterized by the degree realizing his personal potential in the process
of fulfilling his work role, as well as the degree of its active, cognitive and emotional
expression in process of labor activity.

The goal of the article-research of the peculiarities and problems.

The purpose of the study, conducted in 2021 in a modern international
organization, was to study the influence of manager competencies on the
engagement of subordinate employees. Research hypothesis: there is a relationship
between certain competencies of a manager and the involvement in the work of both
himself and his team members.

Presentation of the main material.

Research design

The study was carried out in 2 stages. On In the first stage, respondents
participated in an anonymous engagement survey, noting the level of your position
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(top management, department head, employees without subordinates) and structural
unit. At the second stage, a survey was conducted using the “360-degree” method,
assessing the level of development of competencies of the head of each structural
unit.

Study sample. Employees modern commercial organization: 768 people
(24.2% men, 75.8% women), of which 146 (19%) are managers and 622 (81%)
employees.

Research methods:

1. Anonymous engagement questionnaire [4; 8]. This methodology, in
addition to the “Involvement” scale, evaluates the parameters that influence it:
“Work-life balance”, *“Interaction”, “Reward and recognition”, “Senior
management”, “Career opportunities”, “Immediate supervisor”, “Training and
development”, “Brand attractiveness”, “Independence”, “Work content”,

“Respect and acceptance”, “Talent management and selection”, “Performance
management”, “Conditions for success”.

2. “360-degree” methodology in accordance with the corporate competency
model. Corporate competency model managers used in a company reflects the basic
expectations of managers in terms of the skills and knowledge involved in day-to-
day work, allowing them to separate effective leaders from less effective ones. It
also includes corporate values and future changes in strategy and expectations from
the company's managers and employees.

Corporate competency model managers include 8 competencies:

Understanding the business. Possession of systemic ideas about the
organization's business. Understanding the specifics of the work company and
product. Knowledge of the company's advantages, its position in the market,
competitive advantages, strategic priorities. Mastery of internal business processes,
understanding of your roles and roles of the subordinate unit in their implementation.

Critical thinking. Establishment relationships between data, past trends,
general patterns. Analysis of facts and forecast of future trends. Ability to determine
volume and sources of data needed for making management decisions. Checking the
reliability of arguments, building your judgments on facts, especially

for critical information.

Clarity in planning. Timely distribution of the sequence of actions, accurate
assessment of the necessary material and time resources. The ability to determine
goals for oneself and subordinates, set priorities, and evaluate actions, time and
necessary resources to achieve them. High self-organization skills.

Result-oriented. Purposefulness, perseverance in achieving goals. Finding
ways to overcome failures. Ability to remain highly motivated to achieve and exceed
goals. Taking responsibility for achieving the goal set for yourself or your team.

Initiative. Offer and implementation of ideas to improve the company's
performance. Application of new approaches to achieve better division and company
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results. Understanding the feasibility of your proposals. Willingness to take on
responsibility for implementing initiatives.

Interaction. Ability to work effectively with others to achieving results.
Impact on others to obtain consent or supporting proposals aimed at achieving better
overall result. Ability to demonstrate the importance of everyone's contribution to
the team achieving a common goal.

Development of subordinates. Understanding personal development areas and
skills of colleagues, requiring growth, readiness and activity for their improvement.
Ability identify and accept the strengths and weaknesses of subordinates, distinguish
between them talents and growth needs, creation favorable conditions for
development. Providing regular feedback.

Leadership. Ability to unite people to achieve company goals. Taking
responsibility for the results of the team's work. Formal and informal authority
among colleagues all levels - subordinates, managers, subcontractors - the ability to
provide impact on their work behavior.

Processing of research results carried out using the IBM program SPSS
Statistics 23. Methods used assessment of the reliability of differences in means
values according to the Mann-Whitney U test and rank correlation coefficient
Spearman data.

Despite the anonymity of the survey, during the survey participants noted the
level of their positions in the organization and belonging to structural divisions.
When processing anonymous responses, data on the designated participants by
divisions in the context declared management levels. There are 146 managers
participated in the study (23 senior management representatives and 123 middle
managers), as well as 622 employees. Further analysis when comparing the results
of two groups, data on senior and middle managers are combined into a group
“manager”, because when assessing studied parameters statistically No significant
differences were found between representatives of both groups.

The level of involvement in the work of managers significantly exceeds (p <
0.05) the same indicator among employees. 88% of managers and 80% of
employees are involved in their work and are characterized by high loyalty to
organization and high work motivation - the desire to work with dedication,
willingness to “give all the best” at work more than standard, desire to achieve high
results.

When comparing satisfaction different HR practices that influence
engagement, it was found that the severity of 4 of 14 parameters differ significantly
among managers and employees. For the remaining 10 parameters, no statistically
significant differences were found.

Among the 6 factors influencing employee motivation, in this study, managers
are assessed differently high and low engaged employees. If highly involved
“Manager” is the most attractive factor, then in the group of those with low
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involvement in work, satisfaction with the manager decreases, giving way to the
leader place for the “Collective” factor.

To test the main hypothesis - studying the relationship between severity the
level of development of certain competencies of the manager and the involvement
of both himself and his subordinates - The results of the annual assessment of
managers using the corporate competency model were used. Grade was carried out
using the “360-degree” method; the data analysis used average indicators for
competencies, combined into a corporate competency model. To understand the
areas of development of managers’ competencies and the discrepancy between
average values and target values for each competency, the data is compared with the
target values - the success profile.

Among the parameters influencing engagement, employees’ rate “Interaction
in the organization” better, which can be explained by easier communication with
colleagues at their level to solve common problems and fewer potential conflicts of
interest. Managers perceive “Independence” and “Work Content” more positively,
which is associated with greater freedom in choosing both the priority and methods
of solving work tasks. High an assessment of work-life balance shows not so much
shorter working hours compared to ordinary employees, but rather a greater
willingness of managers to overwork and stress levels in managerial positions.

When comparing the severity of satisfaction with various motivation factors
among employees of all organizational levels with high and low involvement, it was
found that among employees with high involvement, “Manager” is the most
“satisfied” factor, ranking first among others. In the group of low-involvement
people, this factor already moves to the third position in satisfaction, giving way to
first place to the “Team” factor. It is noteworthy that among all 6 assessed factors, it
Is satisfaction with the manager that decreases most clearly in the hierarchy with a
decrease in involvement, which indirectly confirms our hypothesis about the
existence of managers’ influence on employee engagement. Managers with a high
level of development of these competencies are more involved in work than others
and manage the most involved employees. This can be explained by the fact that
Such managers create a sense of confidence in the team that business decisions are
being made correctly and are able to create effective cooperation between colleagues
from both their own and related departments, ensuring the most effective interaction.
In addition, managers with developed “Business Understanding” and “Interaction”
competencies pay more attention to informing employees about the organization’s
plans, and this contributes to the high involvement of subordinates. The lack of
timely, reliable information about the company's activities and events occurring in
it causes confusion and leads to stress. When people understand what's going on in
a company, they feel secure and can make quality decisions.

“Initiative” and “Leadership” are interrelated with the involvement of the
leader himself, but not of subordinates. If This result with the “Initiative”
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competence can be explained by the fact that although this competence is more
characteristic of the people involved, apparently not all the initiatives they propose,
as well as the methods for achieving them, are shared environment of the initiators,
then the data on the lack of relationship between the Leadership competency and the
involvement of subordinates contradict established stereotypes. The pattern
discovered in the sample of this study refutes the approach that has existed for many
years, postulating a direct influence of the leadership qualities of the boss on the
involvement of teams and recommending developing the leader’s leadership as one
of the main measures for developing employee involvement.

The conclusion. Summing up the results of the study, it is worth noting that
the formulated hypothesis about the existence of a relationship between certain
competencies of a manager and the involvement in the work of both himself and his
team members was confirmed. The following patterns were discovered and
described:

1) There are differences between employees and managers in satisfaction with
the company’s HR practices: managers are more critical in assessing “Interaction”,
they rate “Work Content” higher, “Independence”, “Work-life balance”.

2) Overall level of engagement higher among managers.

3) “Manager” is a motivation factor that is most positively perceived by
involved employees; satisfaction with it decreases with decreasing involvement.

4) A relationship was discovered between the level of development of some
managerial competencies and the involvement of himself and/or his employees:

o “Leadership”, “Initiative”, “Business Understanding”, “Interaction” is
directly related to the manager’s own involvement; “Planning” has an inverse
relationship;

e “Business Understanding”, “Result Orientation”, “Interaction” and
“Development of Subordinates” contribute to involvement of subordinates.

5) Based on the results of the correlation analysis, it was found that the
manager’s involvement is strongly interrelated with the involvement of
subordinates.

All found in the study

patterns need to be taken into account by both psychological scientists and
corporate HR employees. Based on the data obtained, it is possible to build work
with employee engagement in modern organizations with even higher efficiency. At
the same time, this study opens up prospects for further study in this area - the
question of what is decisive in the discovered relationships remains unexplored: the
involvement or characteristics of the leader. Of great interest is the possible
assessment of the relationship between the level of development of employees’
competencies and their own involvement in work and analysis in comparison of the
relationships with the competencies of managers. All these questions are planned to
be investigated in the future.
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