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Abstract. This research aims to analyze the statistically significant differences between the socio-professional
communication styles used by employees with executive and managerial functions in an organization. The study explores
four communication styles: non-assertive, aggressive, manipulative and assertive, and the main goal is to identify how the
organizational role influences the communication patterns of employees.

To test the hypothesis, the scores obtained by the participants based on these styles were analyzed, applying
advanced statistical tests to evaluate their distributions and verify the normality of the data. The results showed that the
score distributions are not symmetrical, being leptokurtic, which required the use of non-parametric tests, such as the Mann-
Whitney U test, to compare the communication styles between the two groups of employees. Analyzing the differences
between executive and managerial personnel, the research highlighted significant differences in the adoption of
communication styles. Thus, employees in executive roles tend to adopt a more pronounced non-assertive style, while those
in leadership positions frequently use a manipulative style. Executive personnel also showed a lower use of the aggressive
style, compared to management.

An important aspect of the study is that no significant differences were observed for the assertive style between the
two groups, suggesting a relatively uniform use of this style in both functions.

The results of the research provide an in-depth understanding of how organizational functions influence
communication styles and have important implications for the development of management strategies and the improvement
of internal relations in organizations.

Key words: communication, leadership, execution, assertive style, non-assertive style, aggressive style,
manipulative style, organizational psychology.

Introduction

Communication within organizations constitutes a fundamental component in shaping
interpersonal relationships, group dynamics, and overall organizational effectiveness [11]. In
contemporary professional environments, socio-professional communication styles represent key
instruments that orient the ways in which employees interact and cooperate, being strongly conditioned
by the position and responsibilities they assume.

From the perspective of pedagogical and psychopedagogical sciences, these styles can be
regarded as mechanisms of social learning and professional modeling, through which individuals
acquire and consolidate adaptive behaviors in organizational contexts [6].

The literature on organizational communication has evolved along several axes, ranging from the
study of interactional styles to analyses of their impact on performance, motivation, and interpersonal
cohesion [5, 12].

Socio-professional communication is frequently classified into four major styles: non-assertive,
aggressive, manipulative, and assertive. Each of these categories influences employees’ capacities to
manage conflict, collaborate with peers, and articulate professional standpoints. From a pedagogical
perspective, the assertive style resembles the facilitative communication promoted in student-centered
instruction, supporting openness, constructive feedback, and co-construction of meaning—
competences encouraged within psychopedagogical training for educators and managers alike [9].

Empirical studies have highlighted systematic associations between communication style and
organizational role. Individuals in managerial or supervisory positions often display manipulative or
strategically persuasive patterns, whereas those in executive or operational roles may lean toward non-
assertive or compliant forms of interaction [14]. Understanding these tendencies is relevant not only to

115


mailto:laura.hinza@yahoo.com
https://orcid.org/0009-0002-5528-3741
https://orcid.org/0009-0002-5528-3741

K.XKy6anoB arsinaarsl AKTe0Oe eHIpIiK yHUBEpCUTETiHIH Xabapubichl, Ned (82), sxentokcad 2025
OneyMeTTIK-TyMaHUTapIbIK FeUIbIMAap-ConranbHO-TyMaHuTapHble Hayku-Social and humanities sciences
organizational psychology but also to educational management, where leaders’ communicative
behaviors shape institutional climate, participatory decision-making, and the development of
professional communities.

The present research aims to investigate significant differences between the socio-professional
communication styles of employees in executive and managerial positions and to assess the
implications of these differences for the quality of internal relationships within organizations. By
employing advanced statistical techniques, such as the Mann-Whitney U test, the study seeks to capture
nuanced variations in style and to elucidate the correlations between communicative approaches and
occupational status. Such analyses also resonate with psychopedagogical paradigms emphasizing the
formative function of communication in professional development and in fostering climates conducive
to collaborative learning.

Ultimately, interpreting these findings through both organizational and pedagogical lenses
contributes to a deeper understanding of the complexity of socio-professional communication in
modern institutions, offering theoretical insights and practical recommendations for enhancing
dialogue, cooperation, and reflective practice among employees.

Materials and methods of research

The purpose of the research that will be described below is to analyze the statistically significant
differences between the socio-professional communication styles used by employees with executive
and management functions in organizations. The objective that guided the investigation approach was
to identify the differences between the socio-professional communication styles used by employees
with executive functions and those used by employees with non-executive functions (leadership.) The
research hypothesis is that it is assumed that there are statistically significant differences in terms of
socio-professional communication style and role in the organization Participants. The research group is
composed of 326 participants from urban and rural areas, employed in various fields including the
banking field, aged between 21 and 72 years old, respectively, who were administered a multiaxial
questionnaire, in electronic format, using the Google Forms platform, with items that targeted aspects
of communication styles. Methods and tools for data collection. The individuals in the sample used in
the research, both executive and managerial positions, women and men, completed the Communication
Styles Questionnaire, which includes 60 statements to which the subjects had the opportunity to
express their personal opinion by selecting one of the two response options: true or false.
Communication style refers to the set of manifestation particularities characteristic of a person in the
communicative act.

The results and its discussion

To verify the hypothesis, the following results were analyzed. Frequency distribution of the
Dominance variable, derived from Communication Styles, allocated between the two attributes of the
Role in the organization variable. Number of subjects associated with each communication style,
distribution made, on the one hand, between 185 participants occupying the execution function and, on
the other, 141 subjects with management functions.

Table 1 — Starting indices

Statistics
Non-Assertive Style | Aggressive | Manipulative style | Assertive
style style
N Valid 326 326 326 326
Missing 0 0 0 0
Mean 6.40 7.00 7.06 9.21
Median 6.00 6.00 6.00 10.00
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Mode 6 2 5 14
Std. Deviation 3.578 4.010 4.043 4.566
Skewness 358 330 436 -.294
Std. Error of Skewness 135 135 135 135
Kurtosis -.870 -1.016 -.947 -1.387
Std. Error of Kurtosis .269 .269 269 269
Range 14 14 14 14
Minimum 1 1 1 1
Maximum 15 15 15 15

Analyzing the starting indices on the two samples, it appears that for the non-assertive style there
1S a mean score of 6.40, median 6.00, mode is 6 and standard deviation has the value 3.57; the
skewness coefficient is 0.35, with a standard error value of 0.13.

The coefficient of 0.35 does not fall within the first interval of a standard error (-0.03 ... +0.13),
for 99%, but neither in the one associated with the second standard error, for 95%, (-0.26 ... +0.26) thus
stating that the distribution of scores is not symmetrical. The Kurtosis coefficient is -0.87 and does not
fall within the first interval of a standard error (-0.26 ... +0.26), for 99%, but not within the one
associated with the second standard error, for 95%, (-0.52 ... +0.52), the distribution being, as
expressed by the normality curve, a leptokurtic one.

For the aggressive style there is a mean of the scores of 7.00, the median is 6.00, the mode is 2
and the standard deviation has the value 4.01. The skewness coefficient is 0.33, with the value of a
standard error of 0.13. The value of 0.33 does not fall within the first range of a standard error (-0.13 ...
+0.13), for 99%, but not within the range associated with the second standard error, for 95%, (-0.26 ...
+0.26) thus stating that the distribution of scores is not symmetrical. The Kurtosis coefficient is -1.01
and does not fall within the first range of a standard error (-0.26 ... +0.26), for 99%, but not within the
range associated with the second standard error, for 95%, (-0.52 ... +0.52), the distribution being, as
expressed by the normality curve, a leptokurtic one.

For the manipulative style there is a mean of scores of 7.06, median 6.00, mode is 5 and the
standard deviation has the value 4.04. The skewness coefficient is 0.43 with a standard error of 0.13.
The value of 0.43 does not fall within the first range of a standard error (-0.13 ... +0.13), for 99%, but
not within the range associated with the second standard error, for 95%, (-0.26 ... +0.26), thus stating
that the distribution of scores is not symmetrical. The Kurtosis coefficient is -0.94, which does not fall
within the first range of a standard error (-0.26 ... +0.26), for 99%, but not within the range associated
with the second standard error, for 95%, (-0.52 ... +0.52), the distribution being, as expressed by the
normality curve, a leptokurtic one.

For the assertive style there is a mean score of 9.21, median 10.00, mode is 14 and standard
deviation has the value 4.56, the skewness coefficient is -0.29, with a standard error value of 0.13. The
coefficient 0.29 does not fall within the first interval of a standard error (-0.13 ... +0.13), for 99%, but
neither in that associated with the second standard error, for 95%, (-0.26 ... +0.26), thus stating that the
distribution of scores is not symmetrical. The Kurtosis coefficient is -1.13, which does not fall within
the first range of a standard error (-0.26 ... +0.26), for 99%, but not within the range associated with the
second standard error, for 95%, (-0.52 ... +0.52) - the distribution being, as expressed by the normality
curve, a leptokurtic one.

From the analysis of the normality test in table 2.14, we observe that the significance threshold of
the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is less than 0.05, which means that the scores of the four communication
styles do not comply with the normality criteria associated with the distribution, and the non-parametric
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Mann-Whitney U test will be used to verify the working hypothesis.

The hypothesis testing regarding the identification of statistically significant differences in terms
of the socio-professional communication style used and the role in the organization will be done by
analyzing the tables below.

Table 2 — Average ranks

Ranks
Function in the organization N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks

Execution 185 179.82 33266.50

Non-Assertive Style | Leadership 141 142.09 20034.50
Total 326

Execution 185 153.74 28442.50

Aggressive Style Leadership 141 176.30 24858.50
Total 326

Execution 185 131.18 24268.00

Manipulative Style | Leadership 141 205.91 29033.00
Total 326

Execution 185 171.36 31701.00

Asertive Style Leadership 141 153.19 21600.00
Total 326

The table shows differences between the average ranks for subjects with an executive role and
those with a management role, on communication styles as follows: non-assertive style for executive
functions is 37.73 higher than for personnel with management roles, aggressive style for personnel with
an executive role is 22.56 lower than for personnel with a management role, manipulative style for
personnel with executive functions is 74.73 lower than for personnel with a management role, and
assertive style for executive personnel is 18.17 higher than for personnel with a management role.

Table 3 — Statistical tests

Test Statistics?

Non-Assertive Aggressive Manipulative | Asertive Style

Style Style Style
Mann-Whitney U 10023.500 11237.500 7063.000 11589.000
Wilcoxon W 20034.500 28442.500 24268.000 21600.000
V4 -3.595 -2.148 -7.117 -1.732
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .032 .000 .083

a. Grouping Variable: Function in the organization

According to the Mann-Whitney U test revealed in table 2.21, there is a significance level of 99%
for the non-assertive and manipulative style (p = 0.00; 0.00 < 0.01 < 0.05), which denotes that the
personnel in executive positions adopt a non-assertive communication style, unlike the personnel in
management positions who adopt a manipulative communication style. A significance level of 95% for
aggressive (p = 0.03 < 0.05) indicates that the personnel in executive positions adopt the aggressive
communication style less than the personnel in management positions.
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At the same time, the analysis of the table shows that there are no statistically significant
differences for the assertive communication style in terms of the role in the organization (p = 0.08
>0.05), the test not being statistically significant.

Table 4 — Median values

Report
Function in the organization Non-Assertive Aggressive Manipulative Asertive
Style Style Style Style
Execution N ‘ 185 185 185 185
Median 7.00 6.00 5.00 12.00
Leadership N ‘ 141 141 141 141
Median 5.00 7.00 8.00 8.00
Total N . 326 326 326 326
Median 6.00 6.00 6.00 10.00

The table above shows the median values associated with the 4 communication styles broken
down by the two types of roles in the organization. For executive functions, the median for the non-
assertive style is 7, for the aggressive style it is 6, for the manipulative style it is 5 and for the assertive
style the median is 12. For leadership functions the median values are: 5 for the non-assertive style, 7
for the aggressive style, 8 for the manipulative style and 8§ for the assertive style.

The Mann-Whitney U test revealed significant differences between executive and managerial
staff. Executives adopted more non-assertive styles (p < 0.01), while managers adopted manipulative
styles more frequently (p < 0.01). Aggressive styles were less used by executives compared to
managers (p < 0.05). No significant differences were found for the assertive style. These findings
resonate with recent evidence showing that leadership style is strongly associated with employee
adaptability and organizational change processes [13]. Moreover, leaders’ tendency to use persuasive
or manipulative tactics is consistent with the full-range leadership model, where transformational
leadership fosters satisfaction, while transactional or manipulative approaches drive efficiency but may
lower motivation [4].

Leaders’ access to resources and responsibilities may explain the prevalence of manipulative
strategies, while executive staff show more compliance. This aligns with research indicating that
leaders’ emotional intelligence and communication behaviors significantly shape employee trust and
job performance [8, 10]. Transparent communication, particularly during crises, was found to mitigate
anxiety and strengthen organizational trust [10].

Conclusion

Within organizational contexts, leaders may sometimes be perceived as more manipulative than
employees in executive positions, a perception that is rooted in the interplay between responsibilities,
access to resources, and power dynamics. This interpretation does not imply that manipulation is an
intrinsic attribute of leadership, but rather that certain structural and situational conditions may foster
behaviors perceived as manipulative at the managerial level more frequently than at the operational
level [7, 3]. From a pedagogical and psychopedagogical standpoint, such patterns underscore the
formative role of ethical communication in professional development, as well as the importance of
modeling transparent and participatory interaction within organizations [9].

One explanatory factor concerns access to power and strategic information. Leaders generally
have privileged access to organizational knowledge and resources, which offers them significant
leverage in shaping decision-making processes. Informational power enables them to select, frame, or
even withhold data to advance organizational or personal objectives, in contrast to executive staff, who
typically possess less information and thus limited capacity to influence outcomes. Pedagogical
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research emphasizes that the responsible use of information is central to cultivating professional
integrity and fostering climates of mutual trust, values that should be embedded in training programs
for leaders and educators alike [6].

A second dimension relates to accountability for results and performance pressures.
Leadership roles entail heightened responsibility for achieving strategic objectives, which can generate
substantial psychological pressure. Under such circumstances, leaders may resort to persuasive or
manipulative tactics to mobilize teams or influence colleagues, particularly when alternative solutions
appear constrained. Psychopedagogical frameworks suggest that developing stress management, ethical
reasoning, and collaborative problem-solving skills within leadership preparation curricula may
mitigate the risk of adopting counterproductive strategies [12].

Influence and control over organizational resources also shape communicative practices. The
ability to allocate financial, material, or human resources can become a form of leverage, sometimes
used to steer subordinates’ behavior or secure desired outcomes. For instance, promises of promotion
or bonuses may be employed to sway decisions. Within educational leadership, similar risks are
recognized, prompting recommendations for transparent decision-making and participatory governance
to avoid perceptions of favoritism or undue pressure [14].

Furthermore, leaders’ advanced influencing and persuasion skills, often honed through
professional experience and training, can inadvertently blur the line between ethical persuasion and
manipulation. The negotiation and conflict management competencies required in leadership are akin
to the facilitative communication approaches promoted in student-centered pedagogy, which prioritize
empathy, reciprocity, and reflective dialogue [5]. Integrating ethical communication modules in
psychopedagogical programs for managers may reinforce responsible use of these skills.

As individuals ascend organizational hierarchies, the tendency toward consolidating power and
maintaining control may emerge. Strategies such as forming alliances, withholding information, or
marginalizing potential competitors can be interpreted as manipulative efforts to safeguard positional
security. Pedagogical perspectives highlight that leadership education should cultivate democratic
values and cooperative learning strategies to counteract such defensive behaviors.

The perception of leaders’ roles also contributes to this phenomenon. Because managers are often
tasked with implementing difficult decisions or organizational changes, their actions can be interpreted
as manipulative even when they reflect legitimate managerial duties. Psychopedagogical theories of
social perception underscore that attribution biases can shape how authority figures are evaluated,
emphasizing the value of meta-communication and transparent reasoning in organizational training.

Finally, structural opportunities and psychological distance from consequences may reinforce this
dynamic. Leaders, by virtue of their broader remit, engage in negotiations, internal politics, and high-
level strategies, affording more occasions to employ influence tactics. At the same time, their distance
from operational realities can reduce their sensitivity to the immediate repercussions of their choices.
This finding resonates with research on professional ethics, which advocates experiential learning and
reflective supervision as means of fostering awareness of the impact of leadership communication.

In sum, the convergence of power, performance demands, and resource control can amplify the
perception that individuals in leadership roles are more manipulative than those in executive positions.
Nevertheless, this tendency is neither inevitable nor universal; it is contingent upon personal ethics,
organizational culture, and the quality of professional training. Pedagogical and psychopedagogical
disciplines contribute by proposing educational frameworks that integrate ethical reasoning,
participatory communication, and reflective practice, thereby supporting the cultivation of leadership
behaviors grounded in transparency and social responsibility.

The study confirms that organizational roles influence socio-professional communication styles.
Executives tend to be more non-assertive, while managers show a greater inclination toward
manipulative communication. These insights are consistent with findings that transformational
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leadership remains the most effective style for motivating and inspiring employees [2], while poor
communication or overreliance on manipulative strategies can reduce trust and performance [1].
Furthermore, acknowledging employees’ active roles in organizational communication may support the
development of healthier workplace climates [15].
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Anpatna. byn 3eprrey yiBIMAarsl aTKapyIibl jkoHe Oackapy (yHKImsmapel O6ap KeI3METKepiiep IMaiifalaHaThIH
QNICYMETTIK-KCiON KapbhIM-KaThIHAC CTHJIBICP] apachIHAAFbl CTATHCTHUKAIBIK MAaHBI3Abl aWbIPMAIIBIIBIKTAPABl TaJAAyFa
OarpITTaNFaH. 3epTTEY TOPT KapbIM-KATBIHAC CTHIIIH 3EPTTEHIi: Tajarchl3, arpecCHBTi, MAHUMYJIAIMAIBIK KOHE CEHIMII
COHBIMEH KaTap Heri3ri MakcaT YHBIMIBIK poJl KbI3METKEpIICpAiH KapbIM-KaThIHAC YATIJIepiHe Kajlail ocep eTeTiHiH aHBIKTay.

I'mnoTe3ansl Tekcepy YIIIH KaTbICyIIbUIAPBIH OCHI CTWIIBIEP HETI3iHAE ajfaH yIainapbsl TalJaHibl, OJaplblH
TapaylyblH Oarajay JKoHe JIepeKTep/IiH KaJbIITHUIBIFBIH TEKCEPY YIIiH KEHEUTUINeH CTaTUCTUKANBIK ChIHAKTAP KOJIIAHBUIIBI.
Hotmxenep KpI3METKepINiepAiH €Ki TOObI apachIHIarbl KapbIM-KaThlHAC MOHEpJIEPiH CaNbICThIpy YyuIiH MaHH-YutHu U
CBIHAFBl CHSIKTHI TapaMeTpiiik eMeC CBhIHAKTapAbl KOJJaHYAbl KaKET €TEeTiH JIeNTOKYPTHUKANIBIK OOJBII TaObUIATHIH
ynainapasl 0eily CHMMETPHSUIBI €MeC eKeHIH KOpCeTTi. ATKapylibl JKoHe OacKapylibl MepcoHal apachIHAAFbI
afBIpMaNIBUIBIKTApABl TaNgad OTBIPHIN, 3€PTTEY KapbIM-KATBIHAC CTWIIIH KaObIIIayAarbl €Jeylli alblpMaIlbUIBIKTapabl
kepcetTi. Ochbuaiima, 6acmisl penaepaeri KbI3MEeTKepiep alKbIHBIpaK Tajall eTUTMEHTIH CTHIBII KaObUimayra OeifiM, ai
0acIIBUIBIK JIaya3sIMAApAaFbUIap MaHMITYJIOMSUIBIK CTHIBAI JKMi HadmanaHanel. bacmisl Kel3MeTkepiiep ae OacKapyMeH
CaNBICTBIPFaHa arPECCUBTI CTUIIBI a3bIPaK MaiilaTaHFaHbIH KOPCETT.

3epTTeyaiH MaHBI3IB ACHIEKTiCI - OYJI eKi TONTHIH apachlHAa CEPTHBTI CTHIIb YIIiH alTapIbIKTalil albIpMAaNIBIIBIKTap
Oaiikammansl. by exi GyHKIMAIA OCBI CTHIIB/I CATIBICTRIPMAITBI TypAe OipKemKi KOJIaHy b YCHIHAIBI.

3epTTey HOTHXKENIepl YHBIMABIK (DYHKIMSIAPIBIH KapbIM-KaThIHAC CTHIIIHE Kajail ocep eTETIHIH TepeH TYCIHyre
MYMKIiHZIK Oepeni jkoHe Oackapy CTpaTerusuIapblH o3ipJeyre »oHe YHbIMIaplarbl iIIKI KaTblHACTapAbl JKaKcapTyFa
MaHBI3/IBI 9CEP €TE/i.

Tyiiin ce3mep: KOMMyHHKaI¥s, KoUIOACUIBUIBIK, OPBIHIAYIIBLIBIK, aCCEPTUBTI CTHIIb, CEPTCi3 CTHIIb, arpecCHUBTI
CTUJIb, MAHUITYJIIUAJIBIK CTUJIb.

COIMAJIBHO-ITPO®PECCUOHAJIBHBIE CTUJIN OBIIEHUSA 1 OPI'AHU3AIIMOHHBIE
POJIM

XHWH3A JI.

Xunza Jlaypa — Maructp, npenonaBarens, CBOOOJTHBIA MEXIyHapoJHbIH yHHBepcuTeT Monjossl, r. Kuinuxes,
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AHHOTanusi. llenbio MaHHOTO HCCIENOBaHMS SIBISETCS aHAIM3 CTAaTHCTHYECKH 3HAYMMBIX Da3IndYdil MexIy
COLMATBHO-NIPO(ECCHOHANBPHBIME ~ CTWIISIMH ~ OOIIEHHSA, WCHOJIB3YEMBIMH COTPYAHHUKAMH C HCIOJHHUTEIbHBIMH H
yIOpaBIeHUYECKUMH (DYHKIMSIMH B OpraHu3alMd. B HcclIeqoBaHMM paccMaTpUBAIOTCS YeThIpe CTWIS  OOIICHUS:
HEYBEPEHHBIN, arpECCUBHBIN, MAHUIYJIATUBHBIA M HAIOPUCTHIN, M TJIaBHAS IeIb — OINpPENeNNTh, KaK OpraHM3allMOHHAS
pOJIb BIUSET HA MOJIEH OOIIEHHUS COTPYTHUKOB.

JUis IpoBepKH THIOTE3Bl OBLIM NMPOAHATU3UPOBAHBI OAJUIBI, MOMYyYCHHbIE YYaCTHUKAaMH Ha OCHOBE 3THUX CTHJIEH C
MIPUMEHEHNEM PACIINPEHHBIX CTATHCTUYECKUX TECTOB IS OLIEHKU MX PacIpeesieHHH U MPOBEPKH HOPMATBHOCTH JITAHHBIX.
Pe3ynbTaThl MOKa3zaigH, YTO pacmpeiesieHus OauIoB HE SIBIAIOTCS CHMMETPUYHBIMH, SBILIICH JIENTOKYPTHYECKHUMHM, YTO
MOTPeOOBAJIO MCHONB30BAHUS HEIapaMeTPHYECKUX TECTOB, TakMX Kak U-tect MaHHa-YWTHH, JUII CPaBHEHHS CTHIICH
oOIIeHNsT MeXy AByMs TPYIIIaMHU COTPYAHHKOB. AHAIM3UPYS Pa3Iuuus MEXIY HCIOIHUTEIbHBIM M YNPaBICHUYECKHM
MIEPCOHAJIOM, HCCJIEOBaHNWE BBIIBHIIO CYIICCTBEHHBIC pa3Nuuusl B MPUHATHH CcTHield obOmienus. Takum obOpaszom,
COTPYIHHMKH Ha PYKOBOJIIMX JOJDKHOCTSIX, KaK MPaBWIO, MPHHUMAIOT Oojee BBIPAKEHHBIH HEyBEpPEHHBIH CTHIb, B TO
BpeMsl KaK Te, KTO 3aHHMAeT PYKOBOJSIIME MOJDKHOCTH, YacTO HCIIOJIb3YIOT MaHMITYJSITUBHBIM CTWIb. PykoBomsIumi
MIEPCOHAJ TaKXKe M0Ka3ai 6ojee HU3KOE UCIOIb30BaHUE arpECCUBHOTO CTUIISA 110 CPABHEHHIO C MEHEAKMEHTOM.

BaxHBIM acmeKTOM HCCIeIOBaHUs ABISETCSA TO, YTO HE OBIJIO 0OHAPY)KEHO CYIIECTBEHHBIX PAa3lIW4YHUi B OTHOIIEHUH
HATIOPUCTOTO CTHJIS MEXIY IABYMsS TpYIIIAMH, YTO TPEAINOJIaraeT OTHOCUTEIBHO eINHOO0Opa3HOe HCIIOIB30BaHHE HTOTO
CcTHIIA B 00enX (pyHKITHX.

Pesynprathl uccnenoBanus 00eCIEUUBAIOT ITyOOKOE IOHMMAaHUE TOTO, KaK OpraHU3aIl[MoOHHbIe ()YHKINHU BIUAIOT HA
CTHJIM OOIICHHWS M WMEIOT BaXKHbBIC IMOCIEICTBHUS Ui pa3pabOTKHM CTpATEerHil YNpaBIEHHS W YIYUIICHHS BHYTPEHHHX
OTHOLLIEHUH B OPraHU3aLUsAX.

KaioueBble cioBa: o0lieHne, TMAEpPCTBO, HCIOIHEHNE, HAIOPUCTBIN CTHIIb, HE HAIIOPUCTBINA CTHIIb, arpecCHUBHBIN
CTHJIb, MAHUITYJIATUBHBIN CTUTIb.

123


mailto:laura.hinza@yahoo.com
https://orcid.org/0009-0002-5528-3741
https://orcid.org/0009-0002-5528-3741

