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Abstract: An important condition for the performance sustainability of organizations, in the public
and state sector, is the maintenance and improvement of the employee motivation policy model.
Motivation for work has a significant impact on the success of modern organizations; the impact is
multidimensional and complex, and it has been confirmed empirically. Motivation is influenced by
numerous factors, of different influence and hierarchy, which depend on socio-economic conditions
and cultural determinants, but also on the characteristics of employees, and it is necessary to
constantly monitor them. The paper presents a sustainable model of employee motivation in
public administration and the results of research on the hierarchy and the impact of motivation
factors on employees of different demographic characteristics. The research was conducted by an
anonymous survey of 2128 respondents (1576 employees in the state administration and 552 persons
employed in the Republic of Serbia outside the state administration), in the period March—June
2020. The questionnaire developed for this research has 16 questions on motivating factors with
a scale with a high level of internal consistency. Using one-factor analysis of variance (ANOVA),
tests of subsequent comparisons, and t-test, statistically significant differences are determined for
the influence of motivational factors on respondents of different levels of education, age, role in
organization, gender, and family status—also, the magnitude of influence ranges from small to large.
The influence of motivational factors is greater for older people, for people with a higher level of
education, for managers in relation to workers, for women in relation to men, as well as for persons
in marriage in relation to persons out of wedlock. By applying multi-criteria analysis, the factors
are ranked: the amount of salary and good interpersonal relations are at the top, while criticism
and information about work are in the last positions. As a factor that negatively affects motivation,
low wages stands out. The difference in the motivation of state administration members was
determined by comparing the results of motivational factors” influence with the appropriate sample
of employees outside the state administration. Differences were registered for 15 out of 16 factors
(only for the factor high wages, there is no difference), and the magnitude of the impact is medium
and small.

Keywords: state administration; motivation (psychology); sustainability; politics; organizational
performance; motivation factors; hierarchy

1. Introduction

Motivation and cognition of motivated behavior are extremely complex because people’s behavior
is not always consistent or rational and the level of motivation varies not only between individuals but
also within one individual at different times. Motivation is one of the most frequently researched topics
of people’s behavior in organizations [1]. Individuals differ not only by the level of motivation—how
motivated they are—but also by the orientation of that motivation, what motivates them [2]. Interest
in motivation and the factors that guide it is as old as the human race and arises from three reasons:
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improving productivity, efficiency, and creativity; improving the quality of working life in organizations;
and strengthening competitiveness and success [3]. In addition, motivation management creates
corporate resources that cannot be copied and help develop a sustainable competitive advantage.
Both extrinsic and intrinsic motivation are necessary for this development, and in a knowledge-based
society, the focus will be on tasks that require employees to identify with and enjoy their work [4]
(p. 284). Motivation for work can be managed, according to Mihailovi¢ [5]; it can be challenged and
encouraged and the model of managing motivated behavior can be established in the organization.
Knowledge of motivational factors is the key to building a system for managing motivated behavior.

The aim of this paper is to determine the hierarchy of motivational factors and formulate a
sustainable model of employee motivation policy in public administration, based on the assumptions of
the theory of needs and the theory of expectations. The sustainable model assumes that the formulation
and changes of motivation policy are based on the results of continuous research, whereby both the
research and the instruments that will be applied will be variable, adapt to environmental conditions,
and register significant changes in motivation research results. Significant changes in employee
motivation will be monitored in relation to the results of previous research and changes in the
environment through the application of appropriate analytical techniques and procedures (SWOT,
PEST, etc.). The paper will also present the differences in the hierarchy of motivational factors for
employees of different demographic characteristics, as well as differences in the impact of certain
factors on employees of different characteristics, which is a condition for applying an individual
approach to employee motivation and adjustment to needs, interests, and preferences.

Given that virtually all motivational theories have been developed in the USA or Western Europe,
where numerous studies have been conducted, and that there are pronounced cultural differences,
there is a need to determine the influence of motivational factors in their own cultural environment,
current time frame, and specific organizational environment—public administration. Bearing in mind
that extensive research on the motivation of public administration employees has not been conducted
in Serbia, there was a need to conduct the research and compare the results with previous research and
assumed results, which can provide a basis for formulating a sustainable motivation policy.

The paper is organized as follows: after the introduction, the second part presents a literature
review, the third part presents the model and procedure of the study, the fourth part presents the
results, the fifth part offers a discussion and comparison of the results with previous research, and the
sixth part lists the most significant findings and contributions of the study.

2. Literature Review

Numerous authors from the fields of organizational behavior, management, and psychology have
defined the concept of motivation, and a brief and concise definition was given by Pinder. According
to him, motivation for work is a set of forces inside and outside the personality that initiate work and
determine its form, direction, intensity, and duration [6] (p. 11). The three key elements of motivation
that are observed are intensity, direction, and persistence. Intensity refers to the effort invested, but high
intensity will lead to favorable work results only if the efforts are channeled in a direction that benefits
the organization, the persistence dimension measures how long a person can sustain the effort because
motivated individuals work long enough to achieve the goal [1].

Due to the importance of motivation, a large number of researchers have tried to unveil the
secrets of motivation and numerous theories have been developed. Still, there is no universally
accepted way of presenting motivational theories. According to Armstrong [7], three main areas of
motivational theories are instrumentality, content, and process. Bahtijarevi¢-Siber and Mihailovi¢
classify the most important theories of motivation into two groups: theories of needs and theories of
processes [3,8], while Robbins [1] classifies motivational theories in to need theory, self-determination
theory and cognitive evaluation theory, goal settings theory, reinforcement theory, equity theory (theory
of organizational justice), and expectancy theory. Pinder, on the other hand [9], considers motivation
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through a motivational framework by analyzing needs, traits, values, context, person—context fit,
cognition, and affect/emotion.

Continuous and long-term interest in motivation by a wide range of researchers is completely
understandable because discovering motivational mechanisms and knowledge about factors and
mechanisms that are getting employees to work has numerous benefits (reduced fluctuation and
absenteeism, positive impact on job satisfaction, positive impact on employees’ health). The significance
of this research is primarily reflected in the impact of motivation on work performance. Kovach [10]
believes that organizations that know what motivates their employees to work are in a better position
to stimulate them to work better and improve organizational performance, while Spitzer [11] states
that different people respond to different incentives and advises that before investing in reward and
recognition systems, organizations should survey their employees and allow employees to choose the
specific reward that suits them best. The research that was initiated and realized on the assumptions
based on need theories focused on the question “what motivates the worker” and tried to determine
the hierarchy of motivational factors (needs). Mihailovi¢ [5] (p. 48) defines motivational factors as a
hypothetical relationship between many individual, social, and organizational aspects of work and
workers with manifestations of motivated behavior.

In addition to the hierarchy of factors, in his research, Kovach analyzed the responses of employees
of different characteristics and found differences in the influence of factors depending on gender, age,
income level, type of work, and organizational level [10] (p. 60). Additionally, Kovach determined
significant differences in the ranking of factors by workers and managers (managers answered the
question of what motivates workers). Similar studies have been conducted several times in the United
States [12], China [13], Russia [14], Malaysia [15,16], Greece [17,18], Pakistan [19], and the Nordic
countries [20]. Motivation in Serbia and surrounding countries has been investigated several times in
extensive research conducted by Jezernik in 1960 and 1962, Mozina in 1969, Jusi¢ in 1971, and Mihailovi¢
in 1988 [5] (pp. 50-52). Moreover, a certain amount of research was realized on appropriate samples,
of which the characteristic research of Kujovic¢ in 1989 and Mijacika in 1989 stand out [21,22], as well as
recent smaller research in Serbia [23] and in Montenegro [24].

The question of the attitude towards money, that is to say, the dilemma of whether money is a
motivating factor or not, or under what conditions it can be used as a motivator, is very important in the
development of motivational policies. Despite the fact that people are different and have different needs
and work values [13], it is noticed that the amount of salary stands out as the most important motivating
factor in more research in different time periods and cultures [12,13,17-19,25-32], also in Serbia and in
the surrounding countries of Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Montenegro [5,21-24].
However, some authors critically consider the impact of money and consider money only as a
“hygienic” factor, i.e., that money is not a motivator or not the most important one [33-39]. It provides
motivation only under the right conditions, i.e., a poorly designed or applied system of monetary
compensation demotivates [7]; in other words, money for workers who are on the edge of existence is
only a stimulus, but not a motivation [40]. A significant number of studies show that money reduces
intrinsic motivation [4,34,35,41-43], that its influence depends on the type of employees [4], or that
it will positively affect the materialist-oriented type of person (“income maximizers”). In addition,
monetary rewards decrease performance in executing complex tasks in order to reach difficult goals [44]
(p- 264). Furthermore, it is noticed that when people are paid for work, they feel that they want to
work less; that is, they work only because they have an obligation [1] (p. 210).

The importance of motivation is also reflected in the influence on performance sustainability.
The impact of motivation on performance and sustainability of performance (performance sustainability
implies a model of continuous changes and improvements in motivational policies and procedures to
preserve or improve the level of employee motivation that ensures maintenance or improvement of
existing performance levels) was identified in several studies presented below.

The positive influence on performance by motivation was found in some models of
motivation [45,46] such as the social identity model for work motivation and performance [47],
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as well as in the self-determination theory model, according to which autonomous motivation affects
performance [48]. In addition, Lord, in his study [49], concludes that the successful application
of motivators improves job satisfaction, which results in increased productivity. Mani finds that
the inability to encourage skilled workers leads to undermining the system’s effectiveness [50].
The influence of motivation on performance has been found both in previous research [51-55] and
in several experimental studies in the last 10 years. Significant impact was found for feedback [56]
as well as changes in the payment scheme, when the fixed fee was changed for a fee per piece,
the effect increased and vice versa—when the payment per piece was changed for a fixed fee,
the effect decreased [57,58]. The studies also found a positive impact of involvement as well as
autonomy on efficiency. Workers who had more autonomy at work achieved higher performance
compared to workers with less autonomy [59], and involvement (measured through empowerment,
teamwork, and development capacity) also led to a higher level of organizational effectiveness [60].
Zhang, in a study conducted in China [61], in addition to finding that motivation has a positive effect
on performance, also finds well-internalized extrinsic motivation was more important than intrinsic
motivation in predicting work performance and that even small increases in external regulation
could lead to an increase in work performance. There are also findings that intrinsic motivation
has a positive impact on performance when leadership is socially oriented, which gives us options
to improve performance without monetary incentives [62].This is especially interesting for sectors
where salary changes are not always under the direct responsibility of management—as is the case
in public (state) administration. Igalens [63], in France, finds that under certain conditions “exempt”
employees (employees who are not paid for overtime: professionals, administrators, and executives)
can be motivated by individualized compensation schemes, and that motivation affects their efforts.
Jenkins meta-analyzes 39 studies [64] and underscores that there is a positive link between financial
incentives and performance, and that there is no evidence that they destroy intrinsic motivation.

Research around the world over the last 10 years has confirmed the existence of a direct link
and a positive impact of motivation on performance in Australia [65], Pakistan [66], Denmark [67],
Italy [68], Ghana [69], and Indonesia [70]. In Greece, Manolopoulos [18] finds that there is a positive
influence of intrinsic motivation factors of public sector employees on performance. Hong, in Taiwan,
finds that benefits have a significant impact on motivation and performance [54]. Wright [71] finds
that motivation affects performance but also it has a moderating role in influencing the situation and
ability to perform. The influence of motivation on performance was also determined by Mihailovi¢ [5]
in Serbia, while Armstrong states that motivational strategies aim to create a work environment and
develop policies and practices that will ensure a higher level of employee performance [7] (p. 180).

The assumption, in the setting of the motivation policy model, that there are differences that
depend on the characteristics of the respondents for the influence of motivational factors is based both
on experience and on the results of previous research [5,10,12,16,18-20,22,72-75].

Additionally, Maslow [76] (p. 82) believes that people are much more similar than it seems
at first glance and that their goals are much more universal than the paths leading to those goals,
because the paths to achieving goals are strongly influenced by society. Hofstede [77] (p. 16) also
believes that human characteristics are universal, that all societies have the same problems, but also
different solutions. Bahtijarevié—éiber [3] (p. 709) recommends that an individual approach should be
developed in motivating employees and that the motivation strategy should be adjusted to the needs,
interests, and preferences of employees. One should not disregard the development, changing needs,
complexity, and dynamism of motivation. The premise of effective influence on motivation is to
constantly analyze and monitor the needs, aspirations, and preferences of employees.

The specificity of public administration as a working environment is noticeable, and the specificity
in the hierarchy of motivational factors of civil servants is confirmed by the results of several studies
which found differences in motivation and job satisfaction of public and private sector employees
in different times and cultural frameworks in Estonia [78], Greece [18], Australia [79], Italy [80],
the Czech Republic [81], Taiwan [54], Denmark [72], the USA [28], and Croatia [82]. The results of
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the research indicate that there are differences among employees in the public and private sectors in
their level of motivation [18,72], the motivational potential of jobs [79], and job satisfaction [78,80-82],
as well as the hierarchy of motivators [28,54,72,78]. On the other hand, Jurgensen [83] in his extensive
longitudinal analysis (for the period from 1949 to 1975) finds no significant differences in job satisfaction,
while Wright [71] believes that there is not enough evidence to conclude that the differences in the
working environment in the private and public sector are such that they have a great influence on
motivation—he finds that the basic problem is to create a valid sample.

Different countries have different backgrounds and contextual influences, so environmental and
contextual influences of Serbia may influence the results and they may be different from other countries.
According to Hofstede [84], the environment and national culture of the Republic of Serbia have
the following characteristics: high power distance, high avoidance of uncertainty, high degree of
collectivism, dominant female values, and, in terms of long-term-short-term orientation, Serbia is in
the middle of surveyed countries (Appendix A Table A1).

As stated by Janicijevi¢, in relation to the dominant cultural patterns in the world, Serbian national
culture is closest in its characteristics to Latin American countries (Chile, Mexico, Venezuela, Colombia)
and, to a lesser extent, Latin European countries (France, Italy, Spain). With Latin European and
Latin American countries Serbian culture shares a high power distance and uncertainty avoidance but,
unlike Latin European individualistic cultures, Serbian national culture is a collectivist one. Serbian
culture has female values in opposition to Latin American cultures which value masculinity more.
In terms of female values, Serbian culture is similar to Scandinavia, but differs in all other dimensions.
Serbian culture shares a high uncertainty avoidance with German national cultures, but differs in a
high power distance and collectivism. Ultimately, Serbian culture differs from Anglo-Saxon culture in
all dimensions [85] (p. 54).

A section from the literature review used to identify and set aside motivational factors for the list
of motivational factors that were used in our research is shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Motivation factors in different research.

Motivation Factors Authors

Kovach [10]; Harpaz [73]; Wiley [12]; Yang [13]; Brislin et al. [86]; Linc [29];
Huddleston and Good [27]; Elizur et al. [37]

Kovach [10]; Herzberg et al. [87]; Islam [75]; Wiley [12]; Yang [13];
Mijacika [22]; Linc [29]

Working time Harpaz [73]; Brislin et al. [86]; Karland Sutton [28]

Kujovic [21]; Kovach [10]; Harpaz [73]; Mihailovic [5]; Wiley [12]; Yang [13];
Islam [75]; Mijacika [22]; Brislin et al. [86]; Karl and Sutton [28]; Charles and
Good working conditions Marshall [26]; Ismail and Ahmed [16]; Manolopoulos [18];
Worthley et al. [88]; Wright and Kim [89]; Elizur et al. [37];
Silverthorne [39]; Fisher and Yuan [32]; Chitiris [17]; Cukic [90]

Kujovic [21]; Mihailovic [5]; Yang [13]; Islam [75]; Mijacika [22]; Chitiris [17];
Brislin et al. [86]; Karl and Sutton [28]; Charles and Marshall [26]; Ismail
and Ahmed [16]; Worthley et al. [88]; Huddleston and Good [27];
Elizur et al. [37]; Cukic [90]

Mihailovic [5]; Karl and Sutton [28]; Charles and Marshall [26]; Fisher and
Yuan [32]; Chitiris [17]; Silverthorne [39]; Elizur et al. [37]

Kovach [10]; Wiley [12]; Karl and Sutton [28]; Charles and Marshall [26];
Silverthorne [39]; Fisher and Yuan [32]; Chitiris [17]; Wright and Kim [89]

Kujovic [21]; Kovach [10]; Harpaz [73]; Wiley [12]; Yang [13]; Islam [75];
Mijacika [22]; Brislin et al. [86]; Karl and Sutton [28]; Charles and
Interesting work Marshall [26]; Ismail and Ahmed [16]; Manolopoulos [18];
Worthley et al. [88]; Wright and Kim [89]; Elizur et al. [37]; Fisher and
Yuan [32]; Chitiris [17]; Silverthorne [39]; Cukic [90]

Amount of responsibility

Prizes and awards

Quality of supervision and leadership

Feeling of being involved or in on things

Criticism
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Table 1. Cont.

Motivation Factors Authors

Kovach [10]; Herzberg et al. [87]; Mihailovic [5]; Wiley [12]; Yang [13];
Islam [75]; Mijacika [22]; Brislin et al. [86]; Karl and Sutton [28]; Charles and
Promotion Marshall [26]; Ismail and Ahmed [16]; Manolopoulos [18];
Worthley et al. [88]; Wright and Kim [89]; Linc [29]; Huddleston and
Good [27]; Chitiris [17]; Cukic [90]

Kujovic [21]; Harpaz [73]; Islam [75]; Karl and Sutton [28]; Ismail and
Ahmed [16]; Manolopoulos [18]; Worthley et al. [88]; Linc [29]; Huddleston
and Good [27]; Silverthorne [39]; Fisher and Yuan [32]; Elizur et al. [37]

Kovach [10]; Harpaz [73]; Wiley [12]; Yang [13]; Islam [75]; Brislin et al. [86];
Karl and Sutton [28]; Charles and Marshall [26]; Ismail and Ahmed [16];
Manolopoulos [18]; Worthley et al. [88]; Linc [29]; Elizur et al. [37];
Silverthorne [39]; Fisher and Yuan [32]; Chitiris [17]

Kujovic [21]; Kovach [10]; Harpaz [73]; Mihailovic [5]; Wiley [12]; Yang [13];
Islam [75]; Mijacika [22]; Brislin et al. [86]; Karl and Sutton [28]; Charles and
Good interpersonal relationships Marshall [26]; Ismail and Ahmed [16]; Manolopoulos [18];
Worthley et al. [88]; Linc [29]; Huddleston and Good [27]; Elizur et al. [37];
Fisher and Yuan [32]; Silverthorne [39]; Chitiris [17]; Cukic [90]

Kujovic [21]; Kovach [10]; Harpaz [73]; Mihailovic [5]; Wiley [12]; Yang [13];
Islam [75]; Mijacika [22]; Brislin et al. [86]; Karl and Sutton [28]; Charles and
High wages Marshall [26]; Ismail and Ahmed [16]; Manolopoulos [18];
Worthley et al. [88]; Linc [29]; Huddleston and Good [27]; Elizur et al. [37];
Chitiris [17]; Fisher and Yuan [32]; Silverthorne [39]; Cukic [90]

Mihailovic [5]; Herzberg et al. [87]; Harpaz [73]; Yang [13]; Islam [75];
Brislin et al. [86]; Karl and Sutton [28]; Charles and Marshall [26]; Ismail
and Ahmed [16]; Manolopoulos [18]; Worthley et al. [88]; Linc [29];
Huddleston and Good [27]; Elizur et al. [37]; Cukic [90]

Decision-making influence Mihailovic [5]; Mijacika [22]; Worthley et al. [88]; Wright and Kim [89]

Mihailovic [5]; Herzberg et al. [87]; Mijacika [22]; Brislin et al. [86];
Worthley et al. [88]; Wright and Kim [89]; Elizur et al. [37]

Possibility of development and
improvement

Job security

Challenging job and sense of achievement

Work/job recognition

The list of factors is adjusted to the environment and time, whereby factors with ideological
connotation (self-management), those that are not current in the current time frame (housing),
and factors that are not in widespread use in Serbia, especially in government services and the public
sector (profit sharing and various types of benefits) were excluded.

Based on the analyzed literature, we set three hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. There are significant differences in the influence of motivational factors on employees of different
demographic characteristics (gender, age, education, marital status, position).

Hypothesis 2. Money is not an important motivational factor for persons employed in public administration.

Hypothesis 3. There are significant differences in the influence of motivational factors on employees in the state
administration in relation to other employees in the Republic of Serbia.

3. Materials and Methods

Motivation research was realized in five steps and it was designed as a sustainable, continuous
model. The model is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. The concept of developing a framework for motivation research.
3.1. Initiation

The initiation stage involved the analysis of literature and conducted research in order
to make a list of important motivating factors while adapting to cultural and socio-economic
conditions. In this step, the relevant literature was analyzed—realized research in the
world [10,12,13,16-18,26-29,32,37,39,73,75,86—-89] and also previous research in Serbia and surrounding
and neighboring countries [5,21,22,90]. The research questionnaire was made by entering the mentioned
16 factors whose influence on motivation the respondents evaluated using a five-point Likert scale
(offered answers about the degree of influence: no influence, little, moderately, considerably, greatly).
The questionnaire also has a section related to the ranking of motivational factors (after assessing the
impact of 16 factors on motivation, respondents ranked only five factors that have the highest impact
on motivation, assigning them ranks from 1 to 5) and factors that negatively affect motivation. There is
also the part that collects data on the characteristics of the respondents.

3.2. Data Collection

Data collection was realized in two steps, by conducting a preliminary study on a suitable sample
(135 respondents), and then by collecting data on a suitable sample of 2128 persons (1576 employees
in the security sector of state administration and a control sample of 552 respondents—employees
in the Republic of Serbia; detailed sample structure is shown in Table 2). Based on the pre-research,
the obtained results (step 1*: if « < 0.8 or response rate <90%; then data collection; else refinement of the
questionnaire) and usability of the questionnaire (internal reliability of the scale, number/percentage of
unusable/incomplete questionnaires, observed uncertainties that respondents had) were assessed and,
if necessary, the instruments were refined, and then the research was realized.
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Table 2. Demographic variables of the respondents.

Variable Category Number Percentage
N1 N2 N1 N2
Gender Male 1308 188 83.0 359
Female 267 335 17.0 64.1
<25 139 27 8.8 52
Age 26-35 428 143 27.2 27.6
3645 546 190 34.6 36.6
>46 463 159 29.4 30.6
Elementary 6 3 0.4 0.6
High school 940 125 59.6 23.9
Education College 417 226 26.5 433
MA 142 150 9.0 28.7
PhD 71 18 4.5 3.5
Marital Married 1093 332 69.4 63.5
status Single 483 191 30.6 36.5
... Manager 345 117 219 224
Position

Non-manager 1231 405 78.1 77.6
Note: N = 2128 (N1 = 1576, N2 = 552, missing 29-33).

3.3. Result Processing

Procedures and techniques of statistical processing and multicriteria analysis were applied.
Statistical processing of the collected data was performed by using the IBM SPSS Statistic 23 program
(descriptive statistics, analysis of variance, normality tests, t-test, and scale reliability). Significance
of differences in attitudes about the influence of motivational factors on motivation was determined
by analysis of variance and subsequent tests (post hoc tests—Tukey HSD) for multiple comparisons
(for categorical variables with three or more subpopulations) and the application of two-tailed t-test,
for independent samples (for categorical variables with two subpopulations).

To estimate the effect size, we used the eta square (n?) using Equation (1). Eta square represents
the proportion of variance in the variable explained by the independent variable and ranges between 0
and 1, with the influence being small (n? = 0.01), medium (n? = 0.06), and large (m? =0.138) [91] (p. 24),

t2
2:
2+ (N1+N2-2)

n @)
N1 and N2 are the sizes of groups, and t is the value of two-tailed ¢-test.
The ranking of motivational factors was realized with the method of arithmetic averaging [92] by
applying the Equations (2) and (3), then by normalizing the sum of the ranks and with conversion to
aggregated weights,

2?11“11'
w==E o, 2
] m I 7 ,7’1 ()
Wi;=100=s,(r;j=1)i=1,...,mj=1,..,n )

3.4. Analysis

Analysis of results and determination of differences in subpopulations and analysis of changes in
the environment was done with SWOT/PEST analysis.

Based on the research results (step 2¥), policy changes can be formulated in the motivation model.
In the following research, if there were no significant differences in relation to the results of the previous
research, no corrections of the motivation model would be made and the research would be realized
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again in the next period of motivation monitoring from step II. In case of significant differences,
the necessary changes in motivation policies should be formulated in order to adjust the model.

If there were no significant changes in the results (step 3*) of the environment analysis or conditions
that affect the functioning of the organization by using appropriate analytical techniques—SWOT,
PEST, etc. (for more on how to implement SWOT/PEST analysis, see references [93-98])—the analysis
would be evaluated in the next assessment period, and if there were changes, the next step would
be taken (step 4*). Political guidelines in case of rapid changes have a direct impact on changes in
motivation models, and in case of regular situations and minor changes, they are taken into account in
step 3* and have an impact on the analysis of the situation on changes in the motivation model or on
changes in the list of factors for examining motivation.

Significant and pronounced changes (if they exist in step 4*) require direct changes in the
motivation model (also in the instruments) and changes of smaller scopes and significance require
changes in the data collection instruments (forming new lists of factors).

3.5. Modifying a Model

Based on the previous steps and the obtained results, changes can be realized and the motivation
model upgraded by changes and improvements in motivation policies (changes in the amount and type
of incentives, changes in the organization of work, changes in the structure of the organization, etc.).

4. Results

The study was conducted in the period 2018-2020. A list of 16 factors was made by analyzing the
literature: amount of responsibility, prizes and awards, working time, good working conditions, quality
of supervision and leadership, feeling of being involved or in on things, criticism, interesting work,
promotion, possibility of development and improvement, job security, good interpersonal relationships,
high wages, challenging job and sense of achievement, decision-making influence, and work/job
recognition (Table 1, Table A7).

The pre-research which checked the scale-questionnaire in which the mentioned factors were
entered was realized in October 2018 on a suitable sample of 135 employees in the state administration.
It was determined that the questionnaire is clear to all respondents, and the internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha) is at the required level, & = 0.877.

The research was realized during 2020 on a suitable sample of 1576 employees in the state
administration. The sample included 7% of all employees in the security sector of state administration.
In relation to the structure of employees, the sample has minimal deviations, also in relation to age
categories. Deviation in relation to gender is5% (the number of female respondents in the sample is
higher than their representation in the population). The research was conducted in 8 cities, in 20 different
locations, and in 27 different organizational units. The survey at all locations was conducted by the
same researcher, thus excluding the negative impact or approach of the interviewers on the survey
results. The detailed structure by gender, age category, education, marital status, and role in the
organization is shown in Table 2 (N1). The survey of a control sample with 552 people was conducted
through the internet platform soscisurvey.de; respondents accessed the platform via a link which was
distributed by the “snowball” method (Table 2, N2).

After processing the data, the values of descriptive statistics for the sample were determined
(Table 3), as well as the rank for 16 factors. The metric characteristics of the scale—internal consistency
(Cronbach’s alpha)—were checked and are at a high level, N1 = 0.838 («N2 = 0.895 for respondents
who filled out the survey via the internet platform), which is fully within the recommendations,
since Nunnally recommends a minimum level of 0.8 and 0.9 as excellent for basic and applied
research [99].
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics and rank motivators.

Motivators Rank Min Max M SD
Good interpersonal relationships 1 1 5 4.16 0.908
Challenging job and sense of achievement 2 1 5 3.94 0.953
Amount of responsibility 3 1 5 3.92 0.899
High wages 4 1 5 3.88 1.100
Quality of supervision and leadership 5 1 5 3.83 0.938
Working time 6 1 5 3.82 1.109
Job security 7 1 5 3.70 1.232
Interesting work 8 1 5 3.66 0.913
Good working condition 9 1 5 3.61 1.039
Decision-making influence 10 1 5 3.49 0.945
Feeling of being involved or in on things 11 1 5 3.48 0.926
Promotion 12 1 5 3.48 1.286
Prizes and awards 13 1 5 3.43 1.084
Possibility of development and improvement 14 1 5 3.39 1.183
Work/job recognition 15 1 5 3.35 0.983
Criticism 16 1 5 2.78 1.014
Y. Motivation 1.94 5.00 3.62 0.561

Note: N = 1576.

Using one-way analysis of variance in the SPSS program (one-way ANOVA procedure), the results
of independent categorical variables with three or more subpopulations were compared: age and
education. Significant differences in arithmetic mean values in subpopulations were determined,
after which tests of subsequent comparisons were applied (post hoc—Tukey HSD).

Tests confirm statistically significant differences for different age groups in the assessment of the
impact on motivation for nine factors, with seven factors having a greater impact on older people,
and, as expected, two developmental factors have a greater impact on younger employees (promotion,
possibility of development and improvement). The most significant differences were found between
groups younger than 25 years old and older than 45 years old for amount of responsibility (n? = 0.041)
and decision-making influence (n? = 0.050) and between groups from 26 to 35 years old and older than
45 years old for amount of responsibility (n? = 0.047) (Table 4).

Table 4. Age—multiple comparisons.

Mean 95% CI
i . Sig. 2
Motivators 1y} ()] Diff. (1)) Std. Error ig n L UL

25 36-45 -0.273 * 0.086 0.008 0.013 -049 -0.05

Interesting work < >45 —-0.391 * 0.088 0.000 0.028 -0.62 -0.17

26-35 >45 -0.259 * 0.061 0.000 0.019 -041 -0.10

Quality of supervision and <5 36-45 -0.276 * 0.089 0.010 0.014 -0.50 -0.05

o hip >45 ~0.364 * 0.090 0.000 0026 -060 -0.13

26-35 >45 -0.183 * 0.063 0.019 0.009 -0.34 -0.02

5 36-45 —0.249 * 0.084 0.016 0.013 -047 -0.03

Amount of responsibility < >45 —-0.415* 0.086 0.000 0.041 -0.64 -0.20

26-35 36-45 —-0.235* 0.057 0.000 0.016 -0.38 -0.09

a >45 —-0.401 % 0.059 0.000 0.047 -0.55 -0.25

36-45 >45 —0.166 * 0.056 0.016 0.009 -0.31 -0.02

26-35 —0.348 * 0.091 0.001 0.022 -058 -0.11

.. .. <25 36-45 —-0.443 * 0.089 0.000 0.034 -0.67 -0.21
Decision-making influence

>45 —-0.567 * 0.090 0.000 0.050 -0.80 -0.33

26-35 >45 -0.218 * 0.063 0.003 0.014 -0.38 -0.06
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Table 4. Cont.

Mean 95% CI
. : Sig. R
Motivators 0] ) Diff. (1)) Std. Error ig n L UL
Feeling of being involved or 245 <25 0.238 * 0.089 0.039 0012  0.01 0.47
in on things 26-35 0.210* 0.062 0004 0013 005 037
Challenging job and sense ¢ 45 >45 ~0.165 * 0.064 0.048 0008 -033  0.00
of achievement
Promofi 5 26-35 ~0.309 * 0.086 0002 0015 =053 —0.09
romotion > 36-45 —0.229 * 0.081 0024 0.008 -0.44 —0.02
Job securit 45 <25 0.379 * 0.119 0008 0014 007 068
y 26-35 0.225* 0.082 0033 0008 001 044
o <25 —0.460 * 0.114 0000 0.026 -0.75 —0.17
Poss ;l:gtiym‘)fris‘;i?:é“em >45  26-35  —0347* 0.079 0000 0.021 —-055 —0.14
P 36-45 ~0.206 * 0.074 0029 0.008 —-040 -0.02

Note: * Difference significant at 0.05.

Numerous differences have been identified in relation to the education level. As the level of
education increases, the influence of motivational factors grows (Table 5). Differences in the influence
of motivational factors on respondents of different levels of education were found for all analyzed
factors except for criticism. The greater the difference in the education level, the greater the difference
in the influence of motivational factors. Differences for the group of respondents whose highest level of
education was primary school (E) are not shown because the group has only six respondents. Compared
to persons with secondary education (high school diploma—H), higher impact on motivation has
nine factors on persons with a bachelor’s degree (college diploma—C) and with a master’s degree
(MA), while 12 factors have higher impact son persons with a doctoral degree (PhD). There were also
differences in the motivation factors” impacts on persons with a university degree (C) in relation to
persons with a master’s degree (MA) for three factors and in relation to persons with a doctorate
(PhD) for 12 factors. Differences in the impact on persons with a master’s degree and a doctorate were
determined for four factors. The effect sizes for the identified differences (n?) range from small to
large. The most significant differences were found between the groups with high school (H) and PhD
(PhD) educations for the factors quality of supervision and leadership (n? = 0.110), decision-making
influence (n? = 0.134), and promotion (n? = 0.108). The group with a bachelor’s(C) vs. a doctorate
(PhD) differed for the factors quality of supervision and leadership (n* = 0.114) and decision-making
influence (n? = 0.118), as well as the groups with master’s degree (MA) and doctorate (PhD) for the
factors decision-making influence (n? = 0.108) and feeling of being involved or in on things (n? = 0.104).

Table 5. Education level—multiple comparisons.

Mean 95% CI
; i 2 TP
Motivators 0] ) Diff. (1)) Std. Error  Sig. n L oL
C -0.222* 0.052 0.000 0.012 -0.37 -0.08
Interesting work H MA —-0.457 * 0.080 0.000 0.035 -0.68 -0.24
J PhD -0.753 * 0.110 0.000 0.074 -1.05 -0.45
C PhD -0.531* 0.115 0.000 0.069 -0.84 -0.22
C -0.230 * 0.053 0.000 0.013 -038 -0.08
Quality of supervisionand H MA -0.530 * 0.082 0.000 0.050 -0.75 -0.31
yleade};shi PhD —0.945 * 0.112 0.000 0.110 -125 -0.64
P C MA -0.300 * 0.088 0.006 0.027 -054 -0.06
PhD -0.716 * 0.117 0.000 0.114 -1.03 -0.40
MA PhD -0.415* 0.132 0.014 0.069 -0.78 —-0.06

Amount of responsibility H PhD —-0.339 * 0.110 0.018 0.016 -0.64 -0.04
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Table 5. Cont.

Mean 95% CI
. ; Sig. 2 =
Motivators (4] 1)) Diff. (1)) Std. Error ig n L UL
Good interpersonal H C -0.169 * 0.053 0.012 0.007 -031 -0.03
relationships MA —-0.294 * 0.081 0.003 0.011 -0.51 -0.07
PhD —-0.632 * 0.110 0.000 0.076 -093 -0.33
C PhD —-0.462* 0.115 0.001 0.072 -0.78 -0.15
H C —-0.291 * 0.054 0.000 0.020 -044 -0.14
Decision-making influence MA —-0.428 * 0.083 0.000 0.030 -0.65 -0.20
PhD —-0.900 * 0.113 0.000 0.134 -1.21 -0.59
C PhD —0.609 * 0.118 0.000 0.118 -093 -0.29
MA PhD —-0.472* 0.133 0.004 0.108 -0.84 -0.11
Feeling of being involvedor H PhD —0.680 * 0.113 0.000 0.057 -099 -0.37
A C PhD —0.647* 0.118 0.000 0094 -097 -033
& MA PhD —0.556 * 0.133 0.000 0.104 -092 -0.19
Good working condition H PhD -0.572 % 0.127 0.000 0.029 -092 -0.23
C PhD —0.456 * 0.132 0.005 0.035 -0.82 -0.09
Chall ine iob and H C —0.248 * 0.055 0.000 0.015 -040 -0.10
a erf‘g“k‘:‘:’z Joban tsense MA ~0.333 * 0.084 0001 0014 -056 —0.10
otachievemen PhD ~0.798 * 0.115 0000 0085 -1.11 -048
C PhD —0.550 * 0.120 0.000 0.074 -0.88 -0.22
MA PhD —0.465* 0.136 0.006 0.081 -0.84 -0.09
Promotion H C -0.347 * 0.074 0.000 0.016 -055 -0.15
MA —0.638 * 0.113 0.000 0.036 -095 -0.33
PhD -1.082 * 0.154 0.000 0.108 -1.50 -0.66
C PhD -0.736 * 0.161 0.000 0.090 -1.18 -0.30
Job security H PhD —-0.441* 0.151 0.030 0.015 -0.85 -0.03
H C -0.371 % 0.103 0.000 0.021 -0.56 -0.19
Possibility of development MA ~0.751* 0.141 0000 0054 -103 -047
and improvement
PhD —-0.906 * 0.111 0.006 0.073 -129 -0.52
C MA -0.380 * 0.147 0.003 0.024 -0.68 —0.08
PhD —0.535* 0.067 0.000 0.046 -094 -0.13
Prizes and awards C PhD -0.449 * 0.139 0.004 0.023 -0.83 —0.07
High wages PhD H 0.452 * 0.135 0.004 0.017 0.08 0.82
C 0.426 * 0.141 0.004 0.027 0.04 0.81
H C —0.199 * 0.057 0.005 0.009 -035 -0.04
. .. MA -0.291 * 0.087 0.008 0.010 -0.53 -0.05
Work/job recognition
PhD —-0.671 % 0.119 0.000 0.052 -1.00 -0.34
C PhD —-0.472* 0.125 0.001 0.046 -0.81 -0.13
Working time H C —0.295 * 0.064 0.000 0.015 -047 -0.12
MA —-0.530 * 0.099 0.000 0.036 -0.80 -0.26

Note: E—elementary school, H—high school, C—college, MA—master’s degree, PhD—doctorate of social or
technical sciences. * Difference significant at 0.05.

Differences in relation to the variable position were determined for 12 factors, with a greater
impact on the manager than on the non-manager positions, and the differences in the impact are small.
For the factor decision-making influence, the magnitude of the impact (n? = 0.033) is close to middle
levels (Table 6).
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Table 6. Position (¢-test).

Manager Non-Manager 2
Motivators t p n
M SD M SD
Interesting work 387 089% 3.60 0909 4909 0.000 0.015

Quality of supervision and leadersh. 408 0913 376 0932 5811 0.000 0.021
Good interpersonal relationships 440 0721 409 0943 6.597 0.000 0.027

Decision-making influence 380 0867 341 0949 7339 0.000 0.033
Good working condition 371 0980 358 1053 2111 0.035 0.003
Challenging job and sense of achiev. 412 0910 3.89 0958 4.064 0.000 0.010
Promotion 384 1144 338 1306 6.432 0.000 0.026

Job security 3.91 1.012 3.64 1.282 4.142 0.000 0.011

Possibility of development and impr. 370 1087 331 1195 5757 0.000 0.021
High wages 410 0950 382 1131 4.679 0.000 0.014

Work/job recognition 3.50 1.000 3.31 0975 3.076 0.002 0.006
Working time 405 0991 376 1132 4.606 0.000 0.013

Note: Manager = 345, non-manager = 1231, df = 1574, Difference significant at 0.05.

Statistically significant differences in relation to the variable gender were found for six factors,
to men, the more important factor was good interpersonal relationships while women found feeling of
being involved or in on things, good working condition, job security, possibility of development and
improvement, and prizes and awards significantly more important. Differences in impact are minimal
(Table 7).

Table 7. Gender (t-test).

Male Female 2
Motivators t p n
M SD M SD

Good interpersonal relationships 418 0881 4.03 0937 2206 0.028 0.003
Feeling of being involved or in on things 345 0932 363 0881 -2.822 0.005 0.005
Good working condition 359 1.043 374 1011 -2162 0.031 0.003
Job security 3.67 1239 386 1189 -2441 0.015 0.004
Possibility of development and impr. 323 1169 354 1242 -2.153 0.031 0.003
Prizes and awards 340 109 356 1.015 2223 0.027 0.003

Note: Male = 1308, female = 267, df = 1573, Difference significant at 0.05.

Differences in relation to the variable marital status were determined for eight factors.
Married people had greater influence from interesting work, quality of supervision and leadership,
amount of responsibility, decision-making influence, job security, and high wages. Out-of-wedlock
people were more influenced by factors related to development and promotion (promotion, possibility
of development and improvement), and the differences in influence are small (Table 8).

Table 8. Marital status (f-test).

Married Single

Motivators t p n?
M SD M SD

Interesting work 3.71 0.897 3.56 0941 2877 0.004 0.005
Quality of supervision and leadersh. 388 0939 370 0924 3.605 0.000 0.008
Amount of responsibility 399 0870 378 0948 4.247 0.000 0.011
Decision-making influence 3.54 0.916 3.38 1.000 3.213 0.001 0.007
Promotion 3.44 1322 357 1.197 -1971 0.049 0.002
Job security 3.74 1.203  3.59 1.292 2207 0.028 0.003
Possibility of development and impr. 3.34 1.179 3.52 1.185 -2.809 0.005 0.005
High wages 3.92 1.004 3.77 1.034 2440 0.015 0.004

Note: Married = 1093, single = 483, df = 1574, Difference significant at 0.05.
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Applying Equations (2) and (3) based on the ranking of factors (respondents after assessing the
impact of 16 factors on motivation ranked only 5 factors that have the highest impact on motivation),
the rank of factors was obtained and shown by subpopulations (Table A2), also normalized values are
shown (Table A3 and Figure A1l).

The ranking results show that the motivating factor with the greatest influence is high wages
(rank 1; 0.139);in the second position is the factor good interpersonal relationships (0.128).The difference
between them and other factors is pronounced (job security, rank 3—0.087; working time, rank 4—0.082;
and quality of supervision and leadership, rank 5—0.079). It is evident that the differences in values
for other motivational factors ranked from 6-14 positions are not large (in the range 0.068 to 0.030),
and that, in the end, there are feeling of being involved or in on things (rank 15; 0.017) and criticism
(rank 15; 0.011) whose values stand out as significantly lower than other motivational factors.

The most pronounced deviations from the established ranks are for job security (3), which is
ranked by women in the 1st position (0.119) and men in5th (0.082). Managers rank this factor in the
8th position (0.067), and non-managers in the 3rd (0.094). The importance of this factor decreases
with the growth of education, so persons with a master’s degree ranked it in the 9th position (0.058),
and persons with a doctorate in the 12th position (0.035). Quality of supervision and leadership are
ranked lower by unmarried people and people under 25 than by married and people from older age
groups. The possibility of development and improvement is much more important for younger people
(0.091 for people under 25) than for older people (0.026—older than 45). There is also a difference in
the significance of achievement (for persons with a high school degree 0.049 and for PhD —-0.103).

The rank of the factors that negatively affect motivation was also determined by applying
Equations (2) and (3) based on the ranking of the offered five factors (respondents ranked the negative
influence on the motivation of five factors). The ranking results confirm the importance of salary
because the respondents ranked low wages as the most significant demotivating factor (the most
significant factor in 12 out of 15 subpopulations). The biggest differences were found in the group of
managers and non-managers. The ranking of factors that negatively affect motivation is shown in
tables and graphs by subpopulations (Tables A4 and A5 and Figure A2).

The existence of specificity in the influence of motivational factors of employees in the state
administration organizational unit from the security sector, in relation to the general population control
sample, was determined by t-test of aggregate independent samples (Table 9). Differences in the
influences of motivational factors were determined for 15 factors (for all examined factors except
high wages), and the effect sizes of the influences range from small to medium. The most significant
differences were found for the factors interesting work (n? = 0.035), feeling of being involved or in on
things (n% = 0.054), and good working conditions (n? = 0.040).

It was found that the factors interesting work (n? = 0.055) and good working condition (n? = 0.030)
were more significant to women in the control sample than to women employed in the surveyed
state administration organization, and there were differences in influence in relation to the education
level in the manner that feeling of being involved or in on things (n? = 0.067) and good working
condition (n? = 0.061) had a greater influence on persons in the control sample with a university degree.
Interesting work (n? = 0.052) also had a greater influence on persons with a master’s degree in the
control sample. The most significant differences were found for persons of PhD level—for the factors
quality of supervision and leadership (1> = 0.182) and decision-making influence (> = 0.115) and the
impact was greater on persons employed in public administration (Table A6).
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Table 9. Differences in the influences of motivational factors on the sample and the control sample (¢-test).

N2 N1
Motivators M Diff. t Sig n?
M SD M SD

Interesting work 406 0933 3.66 0913 0.40 8.717  0.000 0.035
Quality of supervision and leaders. 397 1016 383 0.938 0.14 2.841 0.005 0.004
Amount of responsibility 409 0861 392  0.899 0.17 3.946  0.000 0.007
Good interpersonal relationships 426 0877 416 0908 0.10 2.284 0.025 0.002
Decision-making influence 378 0914 349 0945 0.29 6.359  0.000 0.019
Feeling of being involved orinonth.  3.96  0.865 348  0.926 0.48 11.01  0.000 0.054
Good working conditions 406 0939 361 1.039 0.45 9419  0.000 0.040
Challenging job and sense of achiev. =~ 420 0902 394  0.953 0.26 5742  0.000 0.015
Promotion 383 1117 348  1.286 0.35 5.678 0.000 0.015
Job security 399 1103 370 1232 0.29 4.887 0.000 0.011
Possibility of development and imp.  3.66 ~ 1.134 339  1.183 0.27 4664 0.000 0.010
Prizes and awards 3.69 1168 343  1.048 0.26 4751 0.000 0.011
High wages 3.86 1.026 3.83 0.938 0.02 0.374 (not significant)
Criticism 288 1.021 278 1014 0.10 1984 0.048  0.002
Work/job recognition 346 0955 335 0983 0.12 2311  0.021  0.002
Working time 395 1056 3.82  1.109 0.13 2.399  0.017  0.003

Note: No—control sample = 552, Nj—state administration = 1576, df = 2126, Difference significant at 0.05.

5. Discussions

The research determined the hierarchy of motivational factors for the work of employees in
the security sector of state administration (Table 3, Table A2, Table A3, Figure A1), and established
the existence of differences in the influence of motivational factors on different subpopulations of
the sample.

The obtained results indicate the importance of money and that employees’ incomes are not at the
required level and are not in line with the basic principles of the motivational theory of the hierarchy
of needs [76], according to which needs are hierarchically organized, and unmet needs of lower levels
dominate influencing motivation. On the other hand, the high rank of good interpersonal relationships
indicates that this factor is internalized at the level of autonomous motivation—in accordance with the
theory of self-determination [48,100,101].

The following had greater impacts on older employees: interesting work, quality of supervision
and leadership, amount of responsibility, decision-making influence, feeling of being involved or
in on things, job security, and challenging job and sense of achievement. On younger employees,
higher influence was exerted by the factors related to promotion and development: promotion and
possibility of development and improvement. The effect size of the determined differences is mostly
small and ranges up to the limits of the middle level (n? = 0.008 to 0.050). Research in the United
States had similar results [10], where the importance of interesting work increases with age, and the
importance of advancement and personal development decreases with age. In the Scandinavian
countries, motivation and intrinsic motivation increase with age [20], and the results of research in
several countries [73] find that younger people are more motivated with the possibility for personal
development and improvement. In Russia, the opportunity for the development of abilities and skills
and advancement is more important for younger people, while for older people, job security and
colleagues’ respect are more important [29]. In Japan, job security has also been found to be more
important to older workers [88]. In Greece, as the manager’s age increases, so does his motivation [17].

The influence of motivational factors grows with the increase of education level for all factors,
and the magnitude of the influence of the determined differences is the greatest for factors
decision-making influence and quality of supervision and leadership. As the level of education
increases, the influence of motivational factors also increases, nine factors (interesting work, quality
of supervision and leadership, amount of responsibility, decision-making influence, challenging
job and sense of achievement, promotion, possibility of development and improvement, work/job
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recognition, working time) have a greater impact on persons with a university degree and master’s
degree (C and MA) compared to persons with high school only (H). Moreover, 12 factors (interesting
work, quality of supervision and leadership, amount of responsibility, decision-making influence,
feeling of being involved or in on things, good working condition, challenging job and sense of
achievement, promotion, possibility of development and improvement, prices and awards, high wages,
work/job recognition) have a greater impact on doctors of science (PhD) in relation to respondents
with a bachelor’s degree (C). Furthermore, there are also differences between the respondents with
PhD degrees and Master of Science degrees, where four factors (quality of supervision and leadership,
decision-making influence, feeling of being involved or in on things, challenging job and sense of
achievement) have a greater influence on PhDs. The effect size is in the range from small to large
(n? = 0.007 to 0.134). Similar results have been found in China [13], as well as in the Scandinavian
countries [20] and Greece [18], where people with a higher level of education are more intrinsically
motivated. In Russia, as well, college-educated employees value praise and recognition more than
employees with high school only [102]. In Malaysia, also, working conditions are more important for
people with a doctoral degree than for people with a university degree and a master’s degree [75],
as well as in Bosnia and Herzegovina [22], where people with a higher level of training are more
influenced by a good managerial attitude.

The role in the organization (position) influence is different for 12 factors; managers are more
motivated than non-managers by all 12 factors (interesting work, quality of supervision and leadership,
good interpersonal relationship, decision-making influence, good working condition, challenging
job and sense of achievement, promotion, possibility of development and improvement, high wages,
work/job recognition, working time), and the size of the influence is the greatest for decision-making
influence, and it is bigger for the managers in relation to the non-managers—the size of the influence is
small (n? = 0.006 to 0.033). Differences in the influence of motivation factors for different levels have
been found in several studies [10,14,73,75,103]. Additionally, non-managers in the public sector value
the sense of control over work less [28], and employees in managerial positions are significantly more
satisfied than other employees and have a higher level of intrinsic motivation than other employees [20].

The influence of motivational factors in relation to gender is different for six factors. Men are
more motivated by good interpersonal relationships, while women were more motivated by all six
factors (feeling of being involved or in on things, good working condition, job security, possibility of
development and improvement, and prizes and awards). The differences in influence are very small
(m? =0.003 to 0.005). Similar results have been found in Denmark, where job security is more important
for women in the public sector [72]. Recognition and good working conditions have also been found
to be more important for women in the United States [12].

Differences in the influence of motivational factors were determined for eight factors in relation to
family status. Married people show greater influence from interesting work, quality of supervision
and leadership, amount of responsibility, decision-making influence, job security, and high wages,
while single people are more motivated by factors related to development and advancement: promotion
and possibility of development and improvement. The differences in impact are small (n? = 0.002
to 0.011). In Greece, in the public sector, married people have a higher level of extrinsic motivation,
and unmarried people have a higher level of intrinsic motivation [18].

After the analysis of research results, the role of salary amount can be viewed in two ways,
as a hygienic factor whose absence creates dissatisfaction [34] (low salary is the most important
demotivating factor), but also as a significant extrinsic motivating factor (salary is in fourth place in
relation to the influence on motivation).

The specifics of motivation for employees in the security sector of state administration and the
justification for the development of a sustainable model of motivation policy for a specific organization
was confirmed by establishing differences in the influence of motivational factors for members of the
security sector and the control sample of random employees in the Republic of Serbia. The differences
were determined for 15 factors (for all factors except high wages), and the magnitude of the impact
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is in the range of small to medium. Differences were also found in the subpopulations of the two
samples, so that the factors interesting work and good working condition are more important to
women in the Republic of Serbia than to women employed in the surveyed organization of state
administration (security sector). Moreover, the feeling of being involved or in on things and good
working condition have greater influence on people with a college education. Interesting work also
has a greater impact on persons with a master’s degree. The most significant differences were found
for persons at the PhD level, for the factors quality of supervision and leadership and decision-making
influence, and the impact is greater on persons employed in public administration. Differences in the
size of the impact by subpopulations range from small to large (n? = 0.002 to 0.182). Similar results
were obtained in Taiwan where employees in private corporations had greater needs for benefits
than their counterparts in public organizations [54]. In the Czech Republic, employees working in
public/governmental organizations are the least satisfied, and significant differences have been found
for all aspects of work, except for the nature of work and communications [81]. In Italy, civil servants
differ from private-sector employees in the way they assess the following factors: satisfaction with job
security, peer relationships, safety, and health characteristics. Differences between civil servants and
private sector employees in Italy do not exist in their assessment of the level of the factors of effort
needed for the job and interesting job [80]. In the USA, information about their work is more important
to workers in the private sector, but in contrast to our results, public sector workers are more interested
in interesting work, while private-sector workers are more interested in their salaries [28].

Hypotheses 1 and 3 are supported by findings (significant differences in the influence of
motivational factors were found depending on the demographic characteristics of the respondents,
as well as significant differences in the influence of motivational factors on public administration
employees and other employees in the Republic of Serbia). Contrary to expectations and hypothesis 2
—money is not a significant motivating factor for public administration employees—findings are not
supported by the data used in this study (high wages ranked in the first position, and low wages as a
demotivator are also in the first position, which indicates that money in public administration of the
Republic of Serbia is a significant motivating factor).

6. Conclusions

The paper presents the results of research conducted in order to develop a sustainable model of
motivation for the work of employees in the security sector of public (state) administration. The research
identified a hierarchy of 16 factors that have an impact on work motivation: good interpersonal
relationships, challenging job and sense of achievement, amount of responsibility, high wages, quality
of supervision and leadership, working time, job security, interesting work, good working condition,
decision-making influence, feeling of being involved or in on things, promotion, prizes and awards,
possibility of development and improvement, work/job recognition, and criticism. The resulting order
indicates that good relationships, nature of the profession, and the essence of the work have immense
impacts on work motivation (1. Good interpersonal relationships, 2. Challenging job and sense of
achievement, 3. Amount of responsibility, 8. Interesting work), as well as the characteristics of leaders
(5. Quality of supervision and leadership). The smallest influences on work motivation were work/job
recognition (15th) and criticism (16th). The pronounced impact of money as a motivator for work,
which can be noticed experientially is not fully confirmed by the resulting hierarchy (4. High wages),
however, the importance of the salary for the respondents came up during the ranking of demotivating
factors, where the small salary was ranked as the most important demotivating factor.

The existence of differences in the influence of motivational factors for work of the analyzed
sample in relation to the control sample was confirmed, as well as differences depending on the
characteristics of employees: age, level of training, gender, role in organization, and marital status.

Specificity of the examined sample is reflected in the difference from the general population of
employees in 15 factors, and the most significant differences were found for interesting work, feeling of
being involved or in on things, and good working condition. Similar differences were found in research
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in Italy, the Czech Republic, and Taiwan, while, on the other hand, in the USA, different results were
obtained in relation to an interesting job which is more important for public sector employees and the
level of salaries which is more important for private-sector employees.

We also emphasize the results of ranking, which was realized simultaneously with the assessment
of the influence of motivational factors, whereby the ranking method more precisely determines the
differences in the hierarchy of motivational factors. It led us to the conclusion that in the security sector
of public (state) administration, money is the most influential motivating factor for the employees,
because high wages are in the first position ahead of good interpersonal relations.

The obtained results met the goal of the research; they provide a good basis for further research and
methodological and practical improvements of data collection instruments. We believe that the results
can be applied in improving motivation and developing a sustainable model of motivation policy
in public administration, which should be based on increasing salaries, maintaining and developing
good interpersonal relationships, and an adequate attitude of managers toward executors, as well as
job enrichment.

We also believe that the presented model and organization of motivation research can have a wider
use value; it can be applied in other countries and their public companies and state bodies, especially
because the research was conducted on a large sample of employees who expressed their views based
on perceptions and experience in specific jobs. Bear in mind that the use of results has minor limitations
because the sample was not stratified by all attributes of the respondents, which partially reduces the
prospects of generalization. Additionally, the influence of a limited number of factors was investigated.

We believe that the following research can be further improved by working on a stratified
sample by all attributes and randomization of the order of factors, as well as by using an appropriate
computer platform.
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Appendix A
Table A1l. Dimensions of national cultures in the world in relation to Serbia.
Culture (State) Serbia Anglo-Saxon  German Scandinavian Latin European Latin American
N Min-M
Dimension 7Y TIndex Rank GBR USA DEU AUT SWE NOR ITA FRA MEX VEN
Power distance 76  11-104 86 8 35 40 35 11 31 31 50 68 81 81
Individualism 76 6-91 25 5556 8 91 67 55 71 69 76 71 30 12
Masculinity 76  5-110 43 4750 66 62 66 79 5 8 70 43 69 73
Uncertainty avoidance 76 8-112 92 11-13 35 46 65 70 29 50 75 86 82 76
Long-term orientation 93 0-100 52 38-39 51 26 83 60 53 35 61 63 24 16
Indulgenceversus g3 300 25 7072 6 68 40 6 78 55 30 48 97 100

restraint

Note: GBR—Great Britain, DE—Germany, AU—Austria, SW—Sweden, NO—Norway, IT—Italy, FR—France,
ME—Mexico, VE—Venezuela. Source: Adapted from Hofstede, G. (2010).
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Figure A1. Normalized values of motivating factors—ranking result.
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Table A2. Rank of motivators.

Gender Position Age Education Level Mar. Stat.
Motivators Rank
F Man Nom <25 26-3536-45 >45H C MA PhDMar Sin
High wages 1 1 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 5 1 1
Good interpersonal relationships 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 1 2 2
Job security 3 5 1 8 3 3 4 5 3 3 4 9 12 4 3
Working time 4 3 4 4 4 7 3 3 7 4 3 3 8 5 4
Quality of supervision and leadership 5 4 9 3 5 11 7 4 4 5 5 5 2 3 11
Interesting work 6 6 6 5 7 9 6 7 6 9 6 6 4 7 7
Amount of responsibility 7 7 10 9 6 8 10 8 5 6 9 10 7 6 10
Promotion 8 8 5 6 8 6 5 6 10 7 8 7 6 8 6
Challenging job and sense of achievement 9 9 7 7 9 5 8 10 8 10 7 4 3 9 5
Good working condition 10 10 11 11 10 12 11 9 9 8 11 12 10 10 9
Possibility of development and improvement 11 11 8 10 11 4 9 11 14 12 10 8 10 11 8
Prizes and awards 12 12 12 14 12 10 12 12 13 11 14 15 15 12 12
Decision-making influence 13 13 14 13 13 14 14 14 11 14 13 13 9 13 14
Work/job recognition 14 14 13 12 14 13 13 13 12 13 12 11 13 14 13
Feeling of being involved or in on things 15 15 15 15 15 16 15 15 15 15 15 14 14 15 15
Criticism 16 16 16 16 16 15 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16

Note: N = 1576, M—male, F—female, Man—manager, Nom—Non-manager, H—High school, C—College, MA—master degree, PhD—doctor of social or technical sciences,

Mar. stat.—Marital status, Mar—Married, Sin—Sing]le.
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Table A3. Rank of motivators, normalized value.

Gender Position Age Education Level Mar. Stat
Motivators h
M F Man Nom <25 26-35 36-45 >45 H C MA PhD Mar Sin
High wages 0.139 0.145 0.117 0.135 0.142 0.111 0.148 0.154 0.125 0.150 0.139 0.119 0.079 0.144 0.133
Good interpersonal relationships 0.128 0.131 0.112 145 0.122 0.123 0.114 0.126 0.143 0.119 0.132 0.142 0.184 0.129 0.124
Job security 0.087 0.082 0.119 0.067 0.094 0.092 0.088 0.082 0.093 0.100 0.082 0.058 0.035 0.088 0.089
Working time 0.082 0.084 0.075 0.090 0.080 0.071 0.091 0.088 0.071 0.080 0.087 0.102 0.052 0.083 0.082
Quality of supervision and leadership 0.079 0.082 0.062 0.094 0.074 0.049 0.068 0.085 0.089 0.069 0.080 0.091 0.162 0.088 0.057
Interesting work 0.068 0.067 0.070 0.073 0.066 0.052 0.069 0.064 0.075 0.060 0.077 0.082 0.086 0.068 0.067
Amount of responsibility 0.066 0.067 0.058 0.055 0.068 0.055 0.051 0.060 0.088 0.068 0.062 0.056 0.061 0.069 0.057
Promotion 0.065 0.064 0.073 0.071 0.064 0.085 0.079 0.070 0.042 0.065 0.065 0.070 0.071 0.064 0.069
Challenging job and sense of achievement ~ 0.063 0.062 0.066 0.069 0.061 0.086 0.062 0.052 0.070 0.049 0.076 0.094 0.103 0.059 0.073
Good working condition 0.053 0.053 0.052 0.041 0.056 0.047 0.048 0.056 0.055 0.064 0.038 0.029 0.038 0.050 0.058
Possibility of development and improve. 0.045 0.042 0.064 0.050 0.045 0.091 0.061 0.038 0.026 0.038 0.057 0.066 0.038 0.037 0.064
Prizes and awards 0.036 0.035 0.041 0.024 0.040 0.050 0.038 0.037 0.029 0.047 0.024 0.013 0.007 0.034 0.041
Decision-making influence 0.031 0.030 0.030 0.033 0.029 0.027 0.028 0.028 0.036 0.029 0.031 0.023 0.051 0.032 0.025
Work/job recognition 0.030 0.030 0.035 0.038 0.028 0.035 0.029 0.031 0.030 0.029 0.033 0.034 0.021 0.028 0.035
Feeling of being involved or in on things 0.017 0.016 0.018 0.009 0.018 0.011 0.014 0.017 0.019 0.018 0.014 0.015 0.013 0.016 0.015
Criticism 0.011 0.011 0.009 0.007 0.012 0.014 0.012 0.011 0.008 0.015 0.005 0.006 0.000 0.010 0.012

Note: N = 1576, M—male, F—female, Man—manager, Nom—Non-manager, H—High school, C—College, MA—master degree, PhD—doctor of social or technical sciences,
Mar.stat.—Marital status, Mar—Married, Sin—Single.

Table A4. Rank of demotivators, normalized value.

Gender Position Age Education Level Mar. Stat.
Motivators
M F Man Nom <25 26-35 36-45 >45 H C MA PhD Mar Sin
Bad working condition 0.164 0.164 0.164 0.152 0.168 0.185 0.168 0.158 0.161 0.174 0.151 0.145 0.149 0.162 0.170
Low quality of supervision and leaders ~ 0.209 0.209 0.206 0.233 0.201 0.189 0204 0209 0217 0.195 0.218 0.248 0.253 0.212 0.200
Low possibility of promotion 0193 0.193 0.195 0.176 0.198 0.196 0.198 0.198 0.182 0.198 0.195 0.172 0.160 0.191 0.198
Worse interpersonal relationships 0.200 0.209 0.206 0.223 0.193 0.201 0.190 0.196 0.212 0.186 0.210 0.229 0.254 0.200 0.197
Low wages 0234 0.238 0221 0.216 0240 0.229 0239 0.237 0.228 0.247 0.225 0206 0.185 0.235 0.235

Note: N = 1576, M—male, F—female, Man—manager, Nom—Non-manager, H—High school, C—College, MA—master degree, PhD—doctor of social or technical sciences,
Mar. stat.—Marital status, Mar—Married, Sin—Single.
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Table A5. Rank of demotivators.

Gender Position Age Education Level Mar. Stat.
Motivators Rank
F Man Nom <25 26-35 3645 >45 H C MA PhD Mar Sin
Bad working condition 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Low quality of supervision and leadership 2 2 3 2 2 4 2 2 2 3 2 1 2 2 2
Low possibility of promotion 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 2 4 4 4 4 4
Bad interpersonal relationships 3 3 2 2 4 2 4 4 3 4 3 2 1 3 3
Low wages 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 3 1 1

Note: N = 1576, M—male, F—female, Man—manager, Nom—Non-manager, H—High school, C—College, MA—master degree, PhD—doctor of social or technical sciences,
Mar. stat.—Marital status, Mar—Married, Sin—Single.

Table A6. Differences in motivational factors” impacts between analyzed sample—group and control sample-group (t-test).

N2/Respondents N1/Respondents

Motivators t df Mean Diff. Sig u?
M SD N M SD N
4.08 0.919 335 3.64 0.887 267 5.927 600 0.44 0.000 0.055
female female
4.06 0.957 128 3.67 0.919 1308 5.412 1494 0.39 0.000 0.019
male male
. 125 940
Interesting work 3.71 1.038 H 3.53 0.912 H 2.038 1063 0.18 0.042 0.004
4.06 0.912 2é6 3.75 0.915 4é7 4.106 641 0.31 0.000 0.026
150 142
4.35 0.742 MA 3.99 0.799 MA 3.992 290 0.36 0.000 0.052
4.01 0.985 335 3.82 0.845 267 2.502 600 0.190 0.013 0.010
female female
Quality of supervision and leadership 18 -
3.72 1.127 PhD 4.62 0.663 PhD 4.396 87 0.900 0.000 0.182
4.08 0.915 335 3.74 1.011 267 4.323 600 0.340 0.000 0.030
female female
Good working condition
128 1308
4.03 0.973 3.59 1.043 5.453 1494 0.440 0.000 0.020

male male
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N2/Respondents N1/Respondents . .
Motivators t df Mean Diff. Sig u2
M SD N M SD N
3.90 0.987 1515 3.54 1.082 9;_110 3.530 1063 0.360 0.000 0.012
417 0.880 2(2:6 3.66 0.995 4(1:7 6.457 641 0.510 0.000 0.061
363 113 2 s 1z Y 2815 1063 0350 0005  0.007
Promotion 3.80 1.112 335 3.54 1.236 267 2.721 600 0.260 0.007 0.012
female female
3.90 1.124 128 3.47 1.296 1308 4.321 1494 0.430 0.000 0.012
male male
4.29 0.878 1515 4.06 0.941 9;_110 2.587 1063 0.270 0.010 0.006
Good interpersonal relationships 4.28 0.848 335 4.03 1.024 267 3.276 600 0.250 0.001 0018
female female
4.33 0.767 18 4.69 0.523 71 -2.357 87 0.360 0.021 0.060
. . PhD . . PhD . . . .
3.61 0.983 1515 3.34 0.961 9;_110 2.943 1063 0.270 0.003 0.008
Decision-making influence 18 -
3.67 0.767 PhD 4.24 0.547 PhD -3.367 87 0.530 0.001 0.115
3.83 0.940 125 343 0.936 940 3.940 1063 0.400 0.000 0.014
Feeling of being involved or in on things
3.96 0.821 2é6 3.47 0.904 4é7 6.774 641 0.490 0.000 0.067
L . 150 142

Challenging job and sense of achievement 441 0.813 MA 414 0.912 MA 2.673 290 0.270 0.008 0.024
Job security 4.09 1.088 2(2:6 3.74 1.137 4é7 3.783 641 0.350 0.000 0.022
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Table A7. Motivation factors—meaning.

An interesting job, good work organization, well-designed job
1 Interesting work according to skills or education, a job you love, stimulating job,
amusing job, etc.

Satisfaction with the leading style, loyalty of the leader, attitude of

2 Quality of supervision and leadership the leader, correct leadership with respect for subordinates.

Independence in work, independence in performing tasks, a sense
3 Amount of responsibility of “one’s own” control over work, that no one “stands over
worker’s head” while working.

Good friends at work, healthy work environment without quarrels
4 Good interpersonal relationships and conflicts, socializing with colleagues, reputation with
colleagues, good associates.

Participation in decision-making, respect for suggestions and

5 Decision-making influence . . . .
8 opinions of workers, seeking and respecting the views of workers.

Employees are familiar with the goals/business/realization of tasks,
6 Feeling of being involved or in on things  information isnot hidden, and employees are involved and up to
date with processes.

Safety at work, good working conditions, good organization of
7 Good working condition work, good microclimatic conditions (temperature, humidity,
cleanliness).

Self-actualization—to achieve and be what you can be, your own

Challenging job and sense of satisfaction in doing work, the ability to excel in work, respect for

hi - .
achievement the work done, achievement, success in work.
9 Promotion Posablhty' of promotlor}, appointment to a higher position or
advances in the profession.
10 Job security No fear of losing a job, that the job is safe/secure.
1 Possibility of development and Possibility of professional development, availability of courses,
improvement possibility of career development.
12 Prizes and awards Awards and recognitions for finished jobs/tasks/hard work.
The amount of salary in general—that is, the money received for
. work—does not refer to satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the
13 High wages .
current salary, but to the importance of the amount of salary and
money received for work.
. Criticism of the mistake made and fear of punishment or
14 Criticism
consequences.
15 Workfjob recognition Job significance/status, status expert in that field, business contacts

that job provides.

That working hours correspond to the needs, that workers can be
16 Working time absent from work if necessary, that vacations are used according to
the plan and needs, that workers do not work often overtime.
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