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1. Introduction

The aspiration of every man is to achieve economic stability, independence, identity, but also a free deve-
lopment of his personality, creativity, status and prestige in the society through the work he does. Employees
want to develop through business and achieve as individuals, to use and develop their talents and skills to
achieve work results and successes that will be recognized (Davis, 1992). Job satisfaction is a combination
of internal and external factors. Internal factors include the nature of the work one performs, business tasks,
professional development, responsibility and achievements in business. External factors include environ-
mental conditions, such as wages, staff and managers. Internal factors enhance satisfaction; on the other
hand, external ones prevent dissatisfaction (Sousa-Poza, 2000). The most important determinants of job sa-
tisfaction are interesting and creative work, good working relationships with managers and colleagues, high
salaries, autonomy in workplace and career prospects, as well as job security and the ability to create a ba-
lance between work and private life (Locke, 1976). On the other hand, job dissatisfaction affects employees’
health, particularly mental health, causes depression and anxiety, while the correlation with physical health
is more modest (Faragher et al., 2005). There are numerous factors that affect both the satisfaction of em-
ployees and their dissatisfaction (Figure 1).
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Encouraging work performance is a strategic and key task, reflected in employees’ motivation and creating
conditions to express their creativity, as well as an adequate way of evaluating and rewarding work results. In
the context of improving efficiency, an important precondition is continuous research and measuring employee
satisfaction. The results of this research are directed primarily at desgning processes and activities, as well as
defining short-term and long-term measures to improve satisfaction and motivation. This paper will analyze
data on employee satisfaction, obtained by interviewing employees at the Faculty of Agriculture in Zemun.
The purpose of this study is to identify the causes of employees’ job satisfaction/dissatisfaction, in order to take
measures to improve employee satisfaction and to help improve business performance. 
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Source:Field, J., 2008.
Figure 1: Job satisfaction model

Motivated employees are an important component to a successful company. These are employees who enjoy
their work, to whom work gives great satisfaction, whereby the influencing factors on satisfaction are career
opportunities and career development, teamwork and challenging opportunities (Furnham, 1997). Motiva-
tion and employee satisfaction are becoming the basis of modern human resource management, because
only the quality motivational system can help organizations to increase their competitive ability and value
(Early et al., 2011).Numerous motivation programmes that promote performance and employee satisfaction
are developed in recent years. Examples of new motivational programs indicate that employees, their moti-
vation, development and satisfaction become the centre of management thinking, because they represent the
main tool of competitive ability and market advantage. Managers must use both organizational and psycho-
logical knowledge to build a quality motivational content and combine those motivational techniques that
match the specific situation, in order to create a favorable organizational climate and the conditions in which
employees can satisfy  their own needs and desires, and thus give maximum contribution the company’s suc-
cess. Stimulation encourages staff to creativity, better results, greater responsibility and obligations. The com-
bination of material and moral forms of stimulation is achieved by full engagement of employees at work,
and reflects on the rationality of the decision-making process, economy and efficiency (Prvulović et al., 2009).

A large number of researchers studied the methodologies concerning job satisfaction. There are various
factors that have an impact on job satisfaction at the faculty in higher education. Different researchers have
conducted studies and have come up with various parameters. These variables do not differ much in dif-
ferent countries. Some predictors that were studied are: Facility at workplace (Viswesvaran et al.,1998); re-
lations with co-workers and work environment (Luthans,2005; Oshagbemi, 2003); Pay (Khalidet al.,
2012;Kusku, 2003; Chen et al., 2006); Promotion (Petersonetal.,2003; SsegangaandGarrett, 2005) and
Equitable work load (Shahzadetal.,2010; Chenetal., 2006)

Therefore, the aim of this paper is to point out the areas of satisfaction and dissatisfaction of employees at
the Faculty of Agriculture, University of Belgrade, in order to reach conclusions about their causes, as well
as possibilities for taking actions, primarily aimed at improving  employee satisfaction.

2. Materials and methods

In order to determine employee satisfaction at the Faculty of Agriculture in Zemun anonymous poll using writ-
ten questionnaire was carried out. In preparing the questionnaire the literature in the field of human resource
management was reviewed. (Dessler, 2007., Maslow, 2004., Mihailović, 2002.). 
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Using a questionnaire on employee satisfaction in the workplace, demographic data were first defined (gen-
der of employees, age, activity of employees and years of service), as well as data on the respondents’ opi-
nions about the factors that influence their satisfaction in the workplace. The survey contains 31 questions:
one question is open, 6 are closed questions where two questions are the binomial, and the other four are
multiple choice, while the remaining 24 issues make Likert type scales. The scale consists of 24 statements
about different aspects of job satisfaction, and the answers are defined on a five-point scale: 1 - very dissa-
tisfied, 2 - dissatisfied, 3 - neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 4 - satisfied, 5 - very satisfied.

Data processing was performed using the SPSS software package. In addition to indicators of descriptive
statistics (, S, Mo, Me, Cv), adequate graphs were used to display demographic indicators. Mann-Whitney
U-test and Kruskal-Wallis test were used to determine whether there is a difference in employees’ attitudes
on individual issues of job satisfaction. The paper also used the factor analysis to obtain a number of latent
variables (factors) of the initial number of indicators that explain the existing interdependence and enable a
clearer understanding of the results.

3. Research results

Employee survey at the Faculty of Agriculture was conducted in March 2015, and participation was volun-
tary and anonymous. There was no personal data in the questionnaire that would enable the identification
of individuals, ie., all conditions for respondents’ anonymity were provided. The survey was completed by
129 of a total of 523 employees (about 25% of employees), and 12 surveys were not processed as they la-
cked a certain demographic data.

Source: Authors’ calculation based on questionnaire survey data
Figure 2: Survey Respondents by gender and busines activity

There were 46 men and 71 women who responded to the survey, i.e., 70 employees working as teaching
staff and 47 who belonged to non-teaching staff). Employees aged 51-60 years are the most represented,
and the number of those who are younger than 30 is the smallest. Regarding education level, employees
with a PhD represent the largest share, and the lowest share are the ones with elementary education (figu-
res:1, 2, 3).

Among the respondents, those with 21-30 years of service are the most represented and the employees who
have up to 10 years of service are the least represented (figure 4).The question “whether the work you do
is for you: a) only the way to provide material life conditions b) realization of professional inclinations and
interests, c) both”; 14% of respondents decided in favour of the first option, where all but one of the re-
spondent, are the non-teaching staff.Only 8% of respondents chose the second option, and they are all
teaching staff. Most respondents (78%) believe that work performed means a realization of professional inc-
linations and interests, as well as providing material life conditions. 
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Source: Authors’ calculation based on questionnaire survey data

The research results indicate the most important reasons for job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction (Table
1). Employees are most satisfied with working hours (=4.38), so the majority of respondents declared them-
selves as very satisfied with working hours (Mo=5).The lowest variability is also noted in the responses to
this question (S=0.68 i Cv=13.58%). Respondents believe that the reward system does not stimulate the
commitment and creativity of employees in an adequate way, considering that this question received the lo-
west average rating (=2.44) .
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics

Source: Authors’ calculation

The factor analysis is used in order to more comprehensively perceive the survey results. This technique al-
lows us to analyze interrelationships among a large number of interrelated variables explaining these rela-
tionships in terms of a smaller number of latent variables called factors. Bartlett’s test of sphericity (Bartlett,
1954) and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy (Kais, 1974) were used to verify the
feasibility of the factor analysis. The Bartlett’s test of sphericity should be significant (p<0.05) for the factor
analysis to be considered appropriate, while the KMO index ranges from 0-1, with 0.6 recommended as the
minimum value for a good factor analysis (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007.). The results of these two tests ju-
stify and support the use of the factor analysis method (table 2). 

Table 2: KMO and Bartlett’s test

Source: Authors’ calculation based on questionnaire survey data

The factor analysis was conducted using principal components analysis. Based on the determined charac-
teristic equations and Kaiser’s criterion ( according to this criterion only the common factors, having cha-
racteristic root greater than one should be retained) only 6 factors are considered as essential for further
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Xi  Me Mo S 

Cv 
(%) 

Adequacy of work equipment. X1 2.90 3.00 3.00 1.00 33.44 
Workplace safety. X2 3.59 4.00 4.00 1.11 27.69 
Working  hours. X3 4.38 4.00 5.00 0.68 13.58 
The time available to perform given tasks. X4 3.83 4.00 4.00 0.93 23.28 
How the reward system stimulates work quality, commitment and 
creativity of employees. 

X5 2.44 3.00 3.00 1.11 37.00 

How your work and commitment are monitored and evaluated 
objectively and fairly. 

X6 2.92 3.00 3.00 1.00 33.38 

Financial compensation for work. X7 2.81 3.00 3.00 1.02 33.88 
Cooperating with colleagues. X8 3.97 4.00 4.00 0.91 22.73 
Interpersonal relations. X9 3.22 3.00 4.00 1.06 26.49 
Superior support. X10 3.54 4.00 4.00 1.11 27.76 
Communication with your immediate supervisor in everyday work. X11 4.09 4.00 5.00 0.99 19.82 
Possibility to bring up your ideas to superiors. X12 3.88 4.00 4.00 0.96 23.93 
Treating the ideas and suggestions of employees with consideration  
and respect. 

X13 3.13 3.00 4.00 1.01 25.33 

Regular evaluation of your work by managers. X14 3.15 3.00 3.00 0.96 31.94 
Options that you have for continuing education. X15 3.03 3.00 3.00 1.06 35.27 
Advancement Criteria. X16 3.14 3.00 3.00 1.07 35.53 
Appreciation of professional skills and ethical values for 
advancement. 

X17 3.04 3.00 3.00 1.00 33.45 

Being informed about current issues at the university by the 
management. 

X18 3.38 4.00 4.00 1.04 26.00 

Available information on the financial situation. X19 3.32 3.00 4.00 1.10 27.59 
I feel emotionally exhausted after work. X20 3.00 3.00 3.00 1.21 40.35 
I feel physically exhausted after work. X21 3.09 3.00 3.00 1.19 39.63 
I can feel tiredness just thinking  that I should go to work. X22 3.08 3.00 3.00 1.39 46.35 
Are you afraid that you will lose your job? X23 4.05 4.00 5.00 0.97 19.45 
Taking all this into account, rate the satisfaction with the job 
performing. 

X24 3.85 4.00 4.00 0.84 20.92 

 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 0.817 

Approx. Chi-Square 1462.298 

df 276 Bartlett's test of sphericity 

Sig. 0.000 



analysis. In regard to dispersion distribution per individual factors, it is obvious that most were included in
the first factor, over 30%; the second factor included 10.64%, while the proportional share of remaining fac-
tors in total variation is increasingly lower (Table 3).

After that, orthogonal rotation of primary factorial solution using Kaiser varimax method was performed. By
rotation, a factorial matrix was obtained. Elements of this matrix are factorial weights, and weights of value
above 0.5 are considered significant, and based on their correlation with certain factor, a factor interpreta-
tion was carried out (Table 3).

The first factor explained 31.37% of total variability (Table 3), and if taking into account connections with
the starting five features (X8, X9, X10, X11 and X12), it can be defined as a factor for explaining interperso-
nal relationships. High factor loadings with other separate factors can be noticed with five variables that re-
late to opportunities for education and advancement, and it is defined as a factor of development
opportunities. The third factor relates to the reward system, given that the variables X5, X6 and X7 have
the highest factorial weights to this factor.The fourth factor is dominated by features related to job exhau-
stion (X20, X21 and X22).The fifth factor is defined by characteristics that are associated with working con-
ditions, and the sixth factor refers to the employee awareness.

All variables have a high factor loading with only one factor, whereas the variable X24 does not connect with
any factor. Considering that this is a comprehensive assessment of current job satisfaction which includes
all aspects of satisfaction, the result is more than logical.

Table 3: Matrix of factor loadings after factor rotation

Source: Authors’ calculation
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Factors
Indicators 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

X1 -0.06 0.43 0.02 -0.03 0.58 0.02 

X2 0.33 0.02 0.49 -0.03 0.52 0.03 

X3 0.27 -0.01 0.07 0.09 0.72 0.23 

X4 0.30 0.05 0.36 -0.07 0.66 -0.00 

X5 -0.03 0.24 0.78 -0.02 0.04 0.11 

X6 0.23 0.47 0.63 0.08 0.17 0.04 

X7 -0.09 0.37 0.60 0.00 0.27 0.31 

X8 0.52 0.09 0.15 0.08 0.06 -0.57 

X9 0.53 0.01 0.42 -0.04 -0.01 -0.30 

X10 0.77 0.24 0.20 0.07 0.14 0.04 

X11 0.85 0.14 -0.04 0.07 0.10 0.07 

X12 0.76 0.27 -0.01 0.11 0.19 0.17 

X13 0.49 0.63 0.15 0.05 0.03 -0.04 

X14 0.45 0.52 0.28 0.08 0.05 0.01 

X15 0.06 0.77 0.04 -0.02 0.18 0.16 

X16 0.16 0.73 0.26 0.05 0.11 0.10 

X17 0.33 0.73 0.30 0.08 0.02 0.12 

X18 0.31 0.36 0.08 0.01 0.25 0.69 

X19 0.07 0.15 0.23 0.03 0.00 0.81 

X20 0.08 -0.01 -0.07 0.91 0.11 0.02 

X21 0.11 -0.03 0.15 0.87 0.03 -0.02 

X22 0.04 0.11 -0.05 0.86 -0.02 0.027 

X23 -0.15 0.16 -0.04 0.31 0.50 -0.23 

X24 0.32 0.28 0.43 0.06 0.47 0.22 

% of 
variance 

explained 
31.37 10.64 8.83 6.65 5.89 4.64 



The research was further continued in order to determine whether there are statistically significant differen-
ces in employees’ attitudes determined by demographic groups. Differences in attitudes, according to gen-
der and business activity were tested by Mann-Whitney U test, and in other cases, the Kruskal-Wallis test was
used (age, qualifications and professional seniority). The results of these tests show that the differences in
employees’ attitudes by separate factors were not statistically significant. There were no significant diffe-
rences as the average employees’ attitudes on all issues are slightly above or slightly below 3 (neither sa-
tisfied nor dissatisfied), which confirmed the results of both tests. Working conditions were evaluated with
the highest average mark of 3.75 (Table 4), while men are slightly more satisfied than women, persons of
over 60 years of age, teaching staff with a doctorate and employees with more than 30 years of service.
When it comes to interpersonal relationships, women are slightly more satisfied, followed by employees
aged 41-50, teaching staff with master / post-graduate diploma and employees up to 10 years of service.
Employee awareness is evaluated with an average mark of 3.35. It can be noticed that employees in the
younger age categories feel that they are better informed than the others (younger than 30 years of age, with
less than 10 years of service, with master / post-graduate diploma, teaching staff). Regarding development
opportunities, employees are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied (average mark of 3.10). The most dissatisfied
are employees younger than 30 years, non-teaching staff, particularly those with primary school.

Table 4: Results by separate factors and demographic indicators

Source: Authors’ calculation
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Interpersonal 
relationships 

Development 
opportunities 

Reward 
system 

Job 
exhaustion 

Working 
conditions 

Employees 
awareness Average 

gender
male  3.72 3.22 2.83 3.10 3.76 3.41 3.34 
female  3.75 3.02 2.66 3.03 3.74 3.30 3.25 

age 
< 30 3.92 2.92 2.47 3.00 3.92 3.70 3.32 
31-40 3.83 3.11 2.60 2.89 3.59 3.36 3.23 
41-50 4.01 3.24 3.01 3.12 3.72 3.46 3.43 
51-60 3.54 3.03 2.59 3.03 3.77 3.22 3.20 
> 60 3.47 3.04 2.97 3.52 4.15 3.32 3.41 

business activity
teaching 
staff  3.77 3.30 2.83 2.94 3.84 3.61 3.38 
non-
teaching 
staff 3.70 2.79 2.57 3.23 3.62 2.96 3.14 

professional qualifications 
Primary 
school 3.60 2.27 2.78 2.33 3.00 1.67 2.61 
Secondary 
school 3.81 2.84 2.68 3.31 3.76 3.11 3.25 
Post-
secondary 
school 3.35 2.85 2.63 2.79 3.50 3.25 3.06 
University 
degree 3.91 3.03 2.29 3.06 3.60 2.91 3.13 
master/ 
post-
graduate 4.00 3.21 2.76 2.80 3.68 3.47 3.32 

PhD 3.64 3.32 2.90 3.08 3.90 3.71 3.43 
years of service  

< 10 3.90 3.12 2.68 2.85 3.69 3.41 3.27 
11 -  20 3.86 3.10 2.78 3.11 3.63 3.32 3.30 
21-  30 3.56 3.05 2.57 3.03 3.82 3.35 3.23 
> 30 3.58 3.13 2.95 3.28 3.94 3.30 3.36 
Average 3.74 3.10 2.94 3.06 3.75 3.35  



As expected, greater exhaustion after work is felt by employees in the older age categories (over 60 years
of age, non-teaching staff, with secondary education and with more than 30 years of service). Employees
are most dissatisfied with the reward system. In all the observed categories average marks are lower than
3, and the lowest were among employees with a university degree, younger than 30, non-teaching staff and
those with 21-30 years of service.
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The aim of this research conducted at the Faculty of Agriculture in Zemun was to determine the level of employee satis-
faction, as well as the extent to which different factors affect their job satisfaction. In general, relatively satisfactory results
were obtained. The average mark of job satisfaction, taking into account simultaneously all six extracted factors, is 3.32.
Men are more satisfied with work than women, as well as the teaching staff are more satisfied in comparison with the non-
teaching staff. As for the age structure, the differences are minimal, and most satisfied employees are aged between 41-
50. Respondents with lower education levels are the least satisfied, while those with a PhD degree are the most satisfied.
Regarding years of service, the least satisfied are employees with less than 10 years, while the most satisfied are those
with more than 30 years of service. When directly asked “Taking all this into account, rate the satisfaction with the job per-
forming” (X24), employees ranked their overall satisfaction with the job with an average mark of 3.85. 

The research results suggest directions of activity in order to increase employee satisfaction at the Faculty of Agriculture.
Based on the responses of employees to an open question on the proposals for improving quality of work and employee
satisfaction, it can be concluded that it is necessary to take actions which will improve the reward system, as well as create
conditions for continuous improvement. Adequate measures for evaluating attitude toward work, work quality and execu-
tion of work duties can increase the motivation to work, but only if the rules are clear, and if there is a possibility to achieve
a higher salary. As one of the most important motivational factors, salary is a source of relative dissatisfaction of employees.
Although there has been a significant increase in salaries and regular payments in the last three years, one of the reasons
for dissatisfaction is the fact that salary in Serbia, even when it is above average, is insufficient to meet the employees’
needs. An important motivating factor that contributes to employee satisfaction is the possibility for career advancement.
By improving teaching aids, equipment for scientific research, the availability of the latest literature and opportunities to
monitor personal professional development., attending courses, symposiums, etc., employees are further motivated and
this makes a significant contribution to increased workplace satisfaction.

Based on the results obtained through a questionnaire, it can be concluded that employees are working within an orga-
nization in which working conditions are good, but could be better, interpersonal relationships are correct, employees
point out the need for personal affirmation and training, in order to progress at work, and thus contribute to the business
improvement of the faculty.

The conclusions obtained in this study are very similar to the results of studies of researchers who have been dealing with
this issue: the educational  sector of  any country has a unique importance particularly in knowledge creation. Competiti-
veness of this sector mostly depends on the satisfactory involvement and commitment of  its employees, hence the per-
ceived organizational practice and financial adequacy are the best predictor of job satisfaction (Leung et al., 2000).To attract
and retain the talented, dynamic  and competent, faculty and its performance management  have become strategic human
resource management (HRM) issue for universities (Chughtai, Zafar, 2006;Van den Brinketal., 2013). Klein (2007), studied
the relationship between the demographic factors and job satisfaction. But he found no evidenc ethat supported any exi-
stence of such relationship. Literature shows that there is a considerable  relationship between career advancement op-
portunities and job satisfaction (Peterson et al., 2003) and that there is a significant relationship between pay and job
satisfaction (Khalid et al.; 2012; Kusku,2003). Luthans(2005), suggested that pay, promotion, work, supervision and fellow
workers are the main determinants of job satisfaction. People who were satisfied at work had support from colleagues. Bo-
zeman and Gaughan (2011) found that faculty employees are more satisfied with their jobs when they see that they are paid
what they are worth and when they perceive that their colleagues respect their research work. The management of the fa-
culty should give considerable emphasis on performance appraisal and periodically performance appraisal should be con-
ducted. Promotion, incentives, recognition and appreciation should be performance based. Secondly, compensations are
significant and prominent determinants of academic professionals’ job satisfaction. Competitive salary packages, periodic
increment, and additional benefits leverage academic professional’s job satisfaction (Vila and García-Mora, 2005).
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