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Job satisfaction among university faculty:
overview, assessment, challenges, and recommendations

This article reports the results of a study examining university teachers’ professional activities to assess facul-
ty job satisfaction at three Kazakhstani universities. The research identifies key institutional and individual
factors influencing satisfaction, such as working conditions, salary, career opportunities, professional en-
gagement, job security, and perceived workload. It also determines the priority needs to inform university
management in enhancing motivation policies. The study’s scientific contribution is the development of an
integrative framework for assessing faculty job satisfaction that combines institutional determinants and indi-
vidual professional characteristics within a unified empirical model specific to Kazakhstan’s higher education
system. Comparative analysis across the three universities, considering gender, position, age, academic de-
gree, and work experience, reveals differentiated patterns of satisfaction and structural imbalances between
high professional engagement and significant perceived workload. These findings offer an empirical founda-
tion for targeted managerial decisions, enhanced institutional communication, improved financial incentives,
support for early-career faculty, and systematic monitoring of job satisfaction and engagement as strategic
tools for sustainable university development.

Keywords: job satisfaction, satisfaction factor, university faculty, higher education, professional activity.

Introduction

Reforms currently taking place in Kazakhstan’s higher education sector are, to a certain extent, aimed at
transforming the working conditions of academic staff. These shifts may create uncertainty and challenges in
their professional activities. Such conditions can increase emotional and psychological strain, ultimately de-
creasing overall satisfaction with their work environment. The work of teachers, with its positive effects, has
several disadvantages, such as low salaries, an increase in the amount of documentation, paper and electronic
work, competitions for teaching positions, increased requirements for the development of competencies
(such as working with software, trilingualism, etc.), and a lack of time and resources. These aspects of aca-
demic life do not encourage young people to make the right professional choice in higher education, and in-
volved specialists with extensive work experience leave universities and do not consider it their career
path [1]. Consequently, the professional environment we are considering requires research into the factors
and characteristics that are significant to teachers and enable them to obtain satisfaction from their profes-
sional choice.

In this study, we assessed teachers’ job satisfaction at the university and identified and compared the
factors influencing it. We reviewed scientific research on teachers’ job satisfaction in higher education to
identify these factors.

Recent academic literature examines job satisfaction among university faculty within several theoretical
frameworks, conventionally categorized as structural-organizational, psychological, and value-expectation
approaches.

1. The structural-organizational approach emphasizes the impact of institutional conditions on faculty
professional activity. According to Kanter’s theory of power, structural empowerment, such as access to op-
portunities, information, support, and resources, increases employees’ psychological empowerment in com-
panies. This empowerment is associated with important indicators of quality of work life, such as job satis-
faction. Research within this framework indicates that managerial support, equitable remuneration systems,
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and transparent career advancement opportunities are significant predictors of university teachers’ job satis-
faction [2; 3]. Concurrently, academic discourse gquestions the extent to which organizational factors operate
independently. Some scholars regard these factors as primary determinants of job satisfaction, while others
highlight their indirect influence, mediated by personal characteristics, motivational orientations, and faculty
members’ individual expectations.

2. Psychological and stress-based approach. The second group of studies focuses on analyzing the
teacher’s internal state. The central issues include professional stress, emotional burnout, and workload. A
study by Olsen D. examined the relationship between stress and satisfaction, finding that high professional
stress is associated with low job satisfaction [4]. Job satisfaction is regarded as an indicator of psychological
well-being within the professional environment and as a consequence of accumulated organizational and per-
sonal resources. However, it remains an open question whether these mechanisms function independently or
in a complementary manner.

3. Value-expectation approach. The third perspective associates job satisfaction with the degree of
alignment between professional expectations and actual experiences. Discrepancies between perceptions of
the profession and real working conditions are identified as key contributors to dissatisfaction.

According to Borrego, Orgambidez, and Mora-Jaureguialde (2023), a key element of teaching quality in
higher education is access to opportunities, resources, information, and support. These resources empower
university teachers and promote their intrinsic motivation and job satisfaction [5].

As for Pan Bochen and several other scholars, university faculty satisfaction is a key indicator for as-
sessing the effectiveness of human resource management in higher education institutions [6]. A review of
studies in this area suggests that staff turnover, occupational stress, and chronic health conditions arising
from professional activity may adversely affect the job satisfaction of university faculty. At the same time,
well-organized instructional processes, psychological comfort, and a high, stable salary can positively impact
faculty members’ satisfaction with their work and significantly improve its quality.

Some researchers argue that dissatisfaction with one’s job may result from a mismatch between actual
working conditions and the faculty member’s prior professional experience [7]. This highlights the need for
academic staff to understand the real state of the subject they teach and to be prepared for its evolution.

It is worth noting that faculty satisfaction is a crucial factor in professional success, as it positively im-
pacts the quality of academic work. The study conducted by Badi Bart and others [8] reinforces our position
that both internal and external factors shape job satisfaction. However, many of these influences are indirect,
mediated by an individual’s perception of the importance of their own needs.

This approach underscores the importance of analyzing teachers’ value orientations and career expecta-
tions. Existing studies often interpret satisfaction primarily through economic determinants, while alternative
frameworks emphasize the alignment between professional expectations and organizational realities. These
perspectives reveal the multilevel nature of job satisfaction, which encompasses both material and value-
based components.

Although numerous studies address university teachers’ job satisfaction, the theoretical approaches re-
main fragmented. Some researchers focus on structural and organizational conditions, while others empha-
size personal resources and value discrepancies. Few studies integrate these perspectives into a unified ana-
Iytical model, particularly within national higher education systems. This gap underscores the relevance and
necessity of the present research.

Professional job satisfaction is conceptualized as an integrative indicator reflecting a teacher’s overall
evaluation of the conditions and outcomes of professional activity. This indicator comprises assessments of
working conditions, perception of professional workload, career prospects, managerial support, level of en-
gagement, and interpersonal climate.

This approach enables the integration of structural and psychological determinants of satisfaction within
a unified empirical analysis. The research model operationalizes the following groups of factors:

1. Conditions of the educational institution, specifically the university’s organizational environment;
Individual professional characteristics of the teacher;

Salary factor;

Career development factor;
Professional engagement factor;

Job security factor;

Professional and social respect factor.

Nogakown
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This structure facilitates a comprehensive analysis of higher education teachers’ job satisfaction by in-
corporating both institutional conditions and subjective evaluations of professional activity.

Each identified group of factors has independent analytical significance.

Conditions of the educational institution (university). The conditions of the educational institution in-
clude requirements for teachers and the resources that the university provides them with for their profession-
al activities. High demands and limited resources for professional activities reduce job satisfaction. Like any
organization, universities provide their teachers with tangible and intangible resources, such as relationships
with colleagues and the administration [9-12]. Another resource is time, where large expenditures affect the
performance of a particular task and cause teacher stress and professional burnout [13]. Another point is the
blurring of the boundary between work and personal life [14].

Individual professional qualities of a teacher. The next factor influencing job satisfaction is the individual
professional qualities of a teacher, such as professional work experience, position, contract type, and salary [4].
These qualities reflect aspects of professional competence, yet they are secondary and vary depending on per-
sonal experience and qualifications; that is, they constitute a set of individual professional characteristics. Other
factors include the teacher’s socio-demographic parameters: satisfaction with professional activity depends on
gender and age, education, social and marital status, and other characteristics [9; 11].

Factor “Salary”. Financial stability is a key motivator of effective professional performance in any
field. A well-structured system of economic incentives promotes higher quality work, supports professional
growth, and enhances overall job satisfaction. Faculty members who receive compensation commensurate
with their efforts, within a fair and transparent incentive system, are protected from workplace uncertainty,
experience fewer stressors, work under psychologically comfortable conditions, and tend to develop strong
institutional loyalty. Here, recognition of teachers directly benefits the university, as recognized employees
are more loyal.

Factor “Career”. It is essential to recognize that faculty seek continuous career advancement, which is
directly linked to their professional development. Universities must establish conditions that foster this
growth, acknowledge individual professional aspirations, encourage and support such efforts, and offer genu-
ine opportunities for career progression.

Factor “Engagement”. The position and professional and personal qualities of a teacher are a personal
attitude to certain aspects of professional activity, manifested, first of all, in the attitude to this activity
[14; 15]. In our case, this is work engagement. Faculty engagement is directly related to job satisfaction.
Lack of engagement in professional tasks reduces satisfaction, so this component is essential for a better
work experience. Involving teachers in university activities makes them feel valued and important. The dy-
namics of engagement spread throughout the university, creating a pleasant working atmosphere, fostering a
sense of belonging, and improving the university’s work environment and productivity.

Factor “Job Security ”. Having good job security or a strong sense of dedication to one’s university
gives people satisfaction, the opportunity to work toward professional goals, and a sense of community and
purpose. Therefore, the next factor in job satisfaction for teaching staff is recognition of their merits, as re-
flected in job security. They will feel calm and less inclined to leave if their efforts are taken into account.

Factor “Respect”. Another factor that influences satisfaction is respect for faculty and recognition of
their professional responsibilities, which leads to respect for their work overall. Faculty members believe that
respect from their supervisors is one of the most important elements of their sense of belonging. A respectful
attitude in the professional environment fosters an atmosphere of psychological safety and constructive inter-
action, facilitating recognition of individual characteristics, limitations, and strengths. Respect among col-
leagues fosters a valued appreciation of interpersonal differences, fosters mutual understanding, increases
tolerance within the team, and improves teamwork.

Thus, in this study, professional job satisfaction is conceptualized as a multidimensional construct
shaped by both institutional conditions within the professional environment and teachers’ subjective evalua-
tions. This approach enables a comprehensive analysis of the factors influencing job satisfaction levels.

However, the list of factors presented here is not exhaustive. A review of the academic literature indi-
cates that the determinants of teachers’ job satisfaction are more extensive and require further refinement,
particularly when considering the specific characteristics of the national educational context. Given the on-
going transformation of Kazakhstan’s higher education system, developing a multidimensional methodologi-
cal model for measuring satisfaction that incorporates both institutional and individual aspects of profession-
al activity is especially important.
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Drawing on established theoretical concepts and research approaches, this study introduces an original
integrative methodology for empirical analysis. The methodology is designed to identify the key factors in-
fluencing university teachers’ job satisfaction and to assess regional differences in satisfaction levels. In con-
trast to most existing studies, this research empirically verifies the proposed factor structure using data col-
lected from three regions of Kazakhstan.

Methods and materials

The study used a quantitative survey to identify the level of professional job satisfaction among univer-
sity faculty members.

The empirical base of the research consisted of faculty members from three universities in Kazakhstan:
Saken Seifullin Kazakh Agrotechnical Research University, Karagandy Buketov University, and Almaty
Management University. A total of 214 respondents participated in the study, representing different age
groups, academic positions, years of professional experience, and academic degree status. The selection of
these universities was based on their regional representation, diverse disciplinary profiles, and organizational
characteristics, enabling a more representative picture of faculty satisfaction across different institutional set-
tings.

Data collection was carried out using a structured questionnaire developed and tested by a group of re-
searchers, which was adapted to our conceptual research model. The questionnaire included blocks of ques-
tions reflecting the following groups of factors: conditions of the educational institution; individual profes-
sional characteristics; salary level; career prospects; engagement in professional activity; job security; pro-
fessional and social respect.

Empirical indicators (factors) included in the questionnaire’s content are presented in Table 1 [1, 16-19].

A Likert scale (1-5) was employed to quantitatively measure the degree of expression for each indica-
tor. To ensure the comparability of indicators, a normalization procedure was used, calculated according to
the formula:

KSij = KSij/ KSijmax: where

KS;; — coefficient of job satisfaction by i-factor in j-group,

KS;; — level of satisfaction with the i-factor in the j-group,

KSjmax — maximum level of satisfaction with the i-factor in the j-group [1].

Normalization was applied to convert all indicators to a common 0-1 scale, enabling valid comparisons
across different satisfaction factors. This method enhances the accuracy of comparative analysis and facili-
tates the identification of each factor’s relative contribution to overall satisfaction.

Descriptive statistical methods were used, including percentage distributions of responses and compara-
tive analyses based on gender, age, work experience, academic position, and academic degree status. When
appropriate, hypothesis-testing methods were employed to assess the statistical significance of differences
between groups, such as Pearson’s 2 test for categorical data and the Student’s t-test for comparing means.
These procedures determined whether observed differences were systematic or statistically random. Data
processing utilized standard statistical procedures.

Table 1 presents satisfaction factors, empirical indicators for assessing job satisfaction at a university,
and questionnaire statements. In Table 1, we present teachers’ job satisfaction, on the one hand, as satisfac-
tion with professional activities (work process) and, on the other hand, as satisfaction with the work pro-
cess’s results. Then we will compare them.

The first block of the questionnaire, “General Data”, collected information about the survey partici-
pants, including age, gender, length of service, scientific degree, and position held. The level of job satisfac-
tion was assessed on a 5-point scale using respondents’ answers to the second block of the questionnaire,
comprising 19 questions (statements) (Table 1). According to the scale, 1 means “no,” 2 means “more likely
no than yes”, 3 means “difficult to answer”, 4 means “more likely yes than no”, and 5 means “yes”. Here, the
respondents’ agreement with the questionnaire statements indicates the teacher’s satisfaction with work at
the university, and the more such responses there are, the higher the level of satisfaction.

The sample was formed using voluntary response sampling. The questionnaire was distributed across
all structural units of three universities, and employees could choose to complete it at their discretion. A sur-
vey link was sent to teachers’ available personal email addresses. During the study, we used the Qualtrics
platform to collect the data and RStudio to analyze the survey results.

Two hundred fourteen teachers from three universities across three regions of Kazakhstan, including
Seifullin University, Karagandy Buketov University, and Almaty Management University, participated in the
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study’s online survey. The sample of teachers included 80.37 % women and 19.16 % men, and the following
age groups: 34-44 years old — 34.1 %, 23-33 years old — 25.2 %, 45-55 years old — 24.29 %, 56-66 years
old 12.6 % and 67 and older 3.7 %. Teachers' general scientific and pedagogical experience varied mainly
within the following ranges: 1-10 years (34.11 %); 11-20 years (28.03 %); over 21 years (37.85 %). More
than half of the respondents hold the position of senior lecturer (47.19 %); the smallest group is represented
by the position of professor (7.47 %), followed by 20.56 % and 24.76 % in the positions of assistant. Almost
half of the teachers who participated in the survey have academic degrees, including a Doctor of Science
(6.07 %) and a Candidate of Science or PhD (39.35 %) (Fig. 1a-b).

Table 1

Empirical indicators/factors for assessing job satisfaction in the educational sector

Factors

Indicators

Questionnaire questions/statements

Satisfaction
factor

Satisfaction with profes-
sional activities

Q1. Do you feel satisfied with your current professional duties?

Workflow Satisfaction with the results | Q2. Do you feel satisfied with what you have achieved in your work?
Factors of work
Workload Q3. | feel overloaded with work
Work Organization Q4. My work timetable is manageable.
Q5. I receive clear and timely guidance from the department head re-
garding my tasks.
Work environment and job | Q6. | am content with the workplace technology and the comfort of the
stability working conditions in my unit.
Advancing the university’s | Q7. The university’s initiatives for professional learning align well with
academic environment my career advancement goals.
Factors- Contentment with remuner- | Q8. | receive remuneration that corresponds to my professional contribu-
results ation tions.
Q9. My earnings at the university are insufficient, so | need to look for
extra income.
Q10. I can receive additional compensation for work beyond my regular
responsibilities.
Evaluation of career oppor- | Q11. | consider the university to offer pathways for my career develop-
tunities ment.
Evaluation of interactions Q12.My input can affect the university leadership’s decisions.
with management Q13. | participate in addressing challenging and unconventional tasks at
work.
Q14.1 feel that my professional work is appreciated by my supervisor.
Q15. My manager provides objective and helpful feedback.
Evaluation of interactions | Q16. My colleagues appreciate my efforts and professional achieve-
with colleagues ments.
Q17. My colleagues and | have developed a relationship of trust and
mutual support.
Assessing the results of Q18. My personal professional growth is a movement forward for the
your professional develop- | entire university. Working with international students helps develop my
ment professional skills.
Benefit to society Q19. | feel like I'm doing something important and meaningful for
society
22 BecTHuk KaparangmHckoro yHusepcureTa
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Gender Age Work experience

-

M 23-33 m34-44 m45-55 mfrom1lto 10 mfrom 11to 20
B Male mFemale 56-66 W 67> from 21>

Figure 1a. Teachers sampling

Academic degree Job position
l 95%
N— ‘2 . 47%
B Candidate of Science
M Doctor of Science W teacher M senior teacher
No academic degree assos. professor = professor

Figure 1b. Teachers sampling

Thus, the characteristics of the sample of teachers matched those of the general population, i.e., they re-
flected the average statistical indicators of workers in higher educational institutions, confirming the repre-
sentativeness of our study. Our research findings do not apply to the entire population. Therefore, our con-
clusions and recommendations should be considered as the opinion of a relatively large group of teachers
from three universities. Assessing faculty satisfaction across several categories enabled us to formulate rec-
ommendations for university leaders to support informed decision-making and the development of motiva-
tion strategies within the academic environment.

Results and Discussion

Overall satisfaction with the professional activities of respondents from 3 universities, obtained based
on their answers to the question “Do you feel satisfied with your current professional duties?” (Q1), was
89.71 % (Table 2). This is a very high indicator of job satisfaction among teachers.

Table 2
Overall job satisfaction of university teachers
Questions/ Disaqree I would rather I find it difficult I would rather Agree
Statements g disagree than agree to answer agree than disagree g
Q1 1.46 % 7.94% 1.86 % 41.12 % 48.59 %
Q2 0.46 % 8.41 % 3.27% 40.18 % 47.66 %
Q3 13.08 % 18.22 % 8.87 % 27.57 % 3224 %
Q4 9.34% 14.01 % 2.8% 25.7% 48.13 %
Q5 514 % 14.01 % 7.94 % 23.83% 49.06 %
Q6 8.87 % 16.35 % 2.33% 33.64 % 38.78 %
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Continuation of Table 2

Questions/ Disagree I would rather I find it difficult I would rather Adree

Statements g disagree than agree to answer agree than disagree g
Q7 5.607 % 15.42 % 7.47 % 28.5% 429 %
Q8 17.29 % 23.83% 7.009 % 22.89 % 28.97 %
Q9 14.9 % 149 % 8.41 % 23.83 % 37.85%
Q10 17.29 % 14.02 % 13.08 % 24.76 % 30.8 %
Q11 7.4 % 17.28 % 13.08 % 26.6 % 355 %
Q12 19.6 % 21.5% 14.9 % 18.7 % 25.23 %
Q13 8.4% 17.3% 11.21 % 30.8% 32.24 %
Q14 6.075 % 17.76 % 11.68 % 29.44 % 35.04 %
Q15 7.47 % 14.01 % 11.21% 28.97 % 38.31 %
Q16 2.80 % 5.10 % 12.15% 34.11% 45.80 %
Q17 0.90 % 2.80 % - 27.57 % 68.70 %
Q18 1.87 % 4.67 % 747 % 3131% 54.70 %
Q19 1.4 % 3.3% 5.6 % 28.03 % 61.7 %

Let’s consider whether and how this indicator depends on categories such as gender, age, length of ser-
vice, position, and scientific degree. The survey results showed that professional activity satisfaction is the
same for men and women, but differs across age groups of teachers. Here, the highest job satisfaction (92 %)
was observed among representatives aged 45-55, and approximately 4-5 % lower among representatives in
the other age groups (Table 3). Respondents with 11-20 years of scientific and pedagogical experience re-
ported greater satisfaction with their work (92 %), while novice teachers with up to 10 years of experience
lag by 4.3 %. Doctors of science are 100 % satisfied with their work at the university, while others are
11-12 % less satisfied. Professors also showed higher satisfaction scores (94 %) than assistants (88.7 %).

The second survey question (Q2) assesses overall satisfaction with the results of the work process.
A comparison of the answers to the first and second questionnaire questions (statements) shows that satisfac-
tion with the process results is also high (87.84 %), slightly lower than satisfaction with professional activi-
ties (Table 3).

Let’s compare teachers’ satisfaction with the process results, which depend on categories such as gen-
der, age, position, and scientific degree. They have the same data as the process results; only here, novice
teachers with 1-10 years of experience were more satisfied. In our study on job satisfaction, we highlighted
the need to consider factors that shape the work process and those that determine its outcome.

Table 3
Job satisfaction with the professional activities of university teachers
Catesor Question 1. Question 2.
Category gory Do you feel satisfied with your Do you feel satisfied with what
parameters - ; ; ;
current professional duties? you have achieved in your work?
Female 89.5 % 88.3 %
Gender

Male 90 % 85.7 %
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Continuation of Table 3

Catesor Question 1. Question 2.
Category gory Do you feel satisfied with your Do you feel satisfied with what
parameters - ; ; ;
current professional duties? you have achieved in your work?
22-33 90.7 % 90.7 %
34-44 87.6.% 86 %
Age 45-55 92 % 90 %
56-66 88.8 % 88.8 %
67< 87.5% 62.5 %
1-10 87.6 % 89 %
Teaching 11-20 93 % 88 %
experience
21< 88.8 % 86 %
Candidate 0 0
] of sciences\PhD 88 % 85%
Academic
degree Doctor of Sciences 100 % 92 %
No 88.8 % 88.8 %
Assistant 88.7 % 90 %
Senior Teacher 91 % 86 %
Job position
Associate Professor 86 % 86 %
Professor 94 % 94 %

Table 1 demonstrates that the factors characterizing the labor process include workload intensity, organ-
ization of work, working conditions and safety, and provision of necessary resources. For example, labor
intensity was determined by the response to the statement, “I feel overloaded with work” (Q3) (Table 4).
59.81 % of respondents answered “agree” and “rather agree,” 31.3 % answered “disagree” and “rather disa-
gree,” and 8.87 % found it difficult to answer. Female teachers report a high workload (62 %), but only 5 %
of men agree.

Teachers aged 33-34 years, unlike other age groups (65.7 %) and assistants (72 %), experience exces-
sive workloads (Table 4). The next factor/indicator is the organization of work, which was determined by
statements such as “My work timetable is manageable” (Q4) and “I receive clear and timely guidance from
the department head regarding my tasks” (Q5) (Table 4). Thus, 73.83 % and 72.89 % of participants affirmed
that their work schedule is convenient and that their direct supervisor assigns tasks effectively, whereas
23.35 % and 19.15 % disagreed with these statements. The analysis of the results showed that factors such as
“Working conditions and safety” and “Support for the development of the academic community” became the
most important factors influencing the satisfaction of university teachers.

Factors such as “Work environment and job stability” and “Advancing the university’s academic envi-
ronment” were identified as the most important factors that influence teachers’ satisfaction in their profes-
sional activities.

The survey showed that only 72.42 % of teachers are satisfied with the technical equipment of their
workplaces and the presence of comfortable conditions at the university (Q6). In contrast, the other quarter
of teachers “disagree” and “rather disagree”, i.e., the subjective assessment was not high.

The situation is the same with the factor “Advancing the university’s academic environment”, which
was determined through the statement, “The university’s initiatives for professional learning align well with
my career advancement goals” (Q7), i.e., 71.4 % of teachers agree and are satisfied, and 21.1 % do not be-
lieve that support for their academic growth at the university exists (Table 4).
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Table 4
Workflow Factors
Work Advancing
Workload Work environment | the universi-
Category Category Organization and job sta- | ty’s academic
parameters bility environment
Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7
Gender Female 62 % 76 % 75 % 75 % 76 %
Male 5% 64 % 64 % 61.9 % 52 %
Age 22-33 64.8 % 85 % 79.6 % 79.6 % 75.9 %
34-44 65.% 67 % 67 % 71 % 65.7 %
45-55 48 % 73 % 75 % 65 % 76.9 %
56-66 62.9 % 66 % 66.6 % 74 % 66.6 %
67< 37.5% 87.5% 87.5% 75 % 75 %
Teaching 1-10 63 % 80.8 % 78 % 78 % 76.7 %
experience
11-20 66 % 70 % 66.6 % 66.6 % 61.6 %
21< 74 % 51.8 % 70 % 73 % 71.65
Academic andldate of 56 % 67 % 69 % 68 % 69 %
Degree sciences/PhD
DOCL‘;{CZ: sci- 46 % 92 % 92 % 85 % 85 %
no 63 % 76 % 73 % 73.5% 71 %
Job position Assistant 72 % 79 % 79 % 79 % 79 %
Senior Teacher 57 % 70 % 68 % 69 % 65 %
Pﬁffsengr 59 % 68 % 70 % 68 % 75 %
Professor 37.5% 94 % 87.5% 81.25% 75 %

Job satisfaction with workflow factors

Indicators of the factor that determines satisfaction with labor results include “Contentment with remu-
neration” (Q8-10), “Evaluation of career opportunities” (Q11), “Evaluation of interactions with manage-
ment” (Q12-15), “Evaluation of interactions with colleagues” (Q16-17), “Assessing the results of your pro-
fessional development” (Q18) and “Benefit for society” (Q19) (Table 5). It was found that over 50 % of re-
spondents are quite satisfied with their pay (about 52 %), over 60 % of respondents need additional income
(about 62 %), and only about 56 % of respondents are able to earn additional income and bonuses for addi-
tional work at their university. Regarding career (Q11), only slightly more than 60 % of respondents see po-
tential for professional advancement.

Let us study the assessment of the quality of interaction with management using subjective criteria.
Low satisfaction was determined for all indicators describing this relationship. For example, 43.93 % of re-
spondents believe that they can influence management decisions at the university (Q12), 63.04 % of re-
spondents have the opportunity to take part in solving complex and non-standard problems (Q13), 64.48 %
believe that they are appreciated by managers (Q14) and 67.28 % of teachers hope for fairly objective feed-
back from the manager (Q15). University teachers rated their relationships with colleagues quite highly.
Nearly 80 % of faculty members report that their professional achievements are duly recognized by their col-
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leagues (Q16). Approximately 96.3 % of respondents report the existence of trusting and supportive relation-
ships within their team (Q17). Approximately 86 % of survey participants agree that professional develop-
ment is essential and contributes to the university’s overall progress, stating: “My personal and professional
growth is a step forward for the entire university” (Q18). Nearly 90 % of employees also believe that their
work is meaningful and beneficial to society (Q19) (Table 6).

Table 5
Job satisfaction with factors results
Gender Age
Factors Indicators Statements
Female | Male | 22-33 | 34-44 | 45-55 | 56-66 67+
Factors- | Contentment with Q8 54 % 40% |629% | 46% | 42% | 55 % 75 %
results remuneration
Q9 61 % 64% |[79.6%|726% | 50% | 25% | 37.5%
Q10 59 % 40% | 68% |438% |57.6% | 55% | 62.5%
Evaluation of career Q11 66.8% |428% | 74% | 64% |59.6% | 48% | 25%
opportunities
Q12 47 % 28% | 59% [328% | 50% |25.7% | 62.5%
Evaluation of Q13 66.8% | 47.6 | 70% | 56% | 65% | 59% | 75%
interactions with
management Q14 69 % 45% | 74% | 63% | 61% | 55% | 62.5%
Q15 709% | 52% |[759% | 68% | 63% | 55% | 62.5%
Evaluation of Q16 825% | 69% | 83% |73.9% |78.8% |88.8% | 87.5%
interactions with
colleagues Q17 959% [97.6% | 100% | 93% | 98% |92.5% | 100 %
Assessing the results
of your professional Q18 87.7% | 78% | 94% | 80% | 80% |925% | 87.5%
development
Benefit to society Q19 88.9% | 92% | 87% | 87% | 94% | 96% | 75%
Table 6
Job satisfaction with factors results
Teaching experience Academic degree Job position
S % R [
g Indicators £ S g |58 S % 2
o % | 0-10 | 11-20 | 21< | PhD 5 No @ co | @ O
+ o o © Q0
n A ) n e | < o
< = o
Q8 63% [369% |469% | 47% 7% 52 % 62 % 44 % 45% | 81.25%
_Contentment Q9 |753% |716% | 60% | 57% | 15% | 69% | 77% | 65% | 47% | 25%
with remuneration
» Q10 [589% | 45% | 42% 53 % 92 % 53 % 62 % 44 % 61 % 87.5%
é Evaluation of QL1 [ 753% | 58 % 53 % 59 % 54 % 65 % 75 % 58 % 54 % 62.5 %
g career Q12 |534% | 38% [395% | 39% | 77% | 43% | 64% | 33% | 36% | 68.75%
bt opportunities
- QL3 | 67% |566% | 64% 62 % 85 % 61 % 5% [495% | 73% | 81.25%
Evaluation of
interactions with | Q14 | 72.6% | 60% | 60% | 56% | 85% | 67% | 79% | 55% | 61% | 81.25%
management
Q15 [ 726% | 68% 62 % 61 % 92 % 68 % 79 % 62 % 54 % 94 %
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Continuation of Table 6

Teaching experience Academic degree Job position
(%]
— c
=} . 2 IS - S
g Indicators £ S S |s82|g8s 2
L ® | 0-10 | 11-20 | 21< | PhD S No ¥ S8| g~L £
n a 2 w2 | < 2
< o
Evaluation of Q16 | 821% | 73.3% | 83 % 76% | 100% | 79% 87 % 3% 82 % 94 %
interactions with
2 colleagues QL7 | 97.% | 96.6% | 95% 95% | 100% | 96 % 98 % 96 % 93 % 100 %
>
§ Assessing the
(%]
g | resultsofyour | 10| 9r06 6570 | 85% | 81% | 100% | 87% | 85% | 84% | 86% | 100%
S professional
L development
Benefit to society. | Q19 | 85% |[916% | 92% 92 % 85 % 87 % 87 % 87 % 95 % 94 %

factors presented in Table 7.

To analyze the teaching staff’s job satisfaction, we compare factors related to the work process and
those related to its outcomes. As an example, we consider only the data for the category “scientific and
teaching experience.” For this purpose, we will transform the data from the group of work process outcome

Table 7

Coefficients of job satisfaction with the factors results

Statement Teaching experience (j)
Factor Indicator :
() 1-10 11-20 >21
Contentment with remuneration Q8 63 % 36.9 % 46.9 %
Q9 75.3 % 71.6 % 60 %
Q10 58,9 % 45 % 42 %
Evaluation of career opportunities Q11 75.3% 58 % 53 %
" Evaluation of interactions with Q12 53.4% 38 % 39.5%
3 | meneeement Q13 67 % 56.6 % 64 %
z Q14 72.6 % 60 % 60 %
I3
& Q15 72.6 % 68 % 62 %
Evaluation of interactions with Q16 82.1 % 73.3% 83 %
colleagues
Q17 97.% 96.6 % 95 %
Assessing the results of your professional Q18 92 % 65.7 % 85 %
development
Benefit to society Q19 85 % 91.6 % 92 %

28

For the purpose of analysis, transformations were carried out using the following formula, based on the
linear normalization of indicators (Normalization by Maximum) [1]. Let’s define KS; = KS;; =63/63 =1,
KS;, =36.9/63 =0.59, KS,5 =46.9/63 =0.74. This way, we find all the coefficients and enter them into Table 8.

BecTHuk KaparaHgmMHCKoro yHmBepcuteTa



Job satisfaction among...

Table of coefficients of job satisfaction with factors results

Table 8

Teaching experience (j)

Factor Indicator State_ment
@ 1-10 11-20 >21
Contentment with remuneration Q8 1 0.59 0.74
Q9 1 0.95 0.80
Q10 1 0.76 0.71
Q11 1 0.77 0.70
Evaluation of career opportunities
@ Q12 1 0.71 0.74
z Evaluation of interactions with management 013 1 084 096
I
g Q14 1 0.83 0.83
(551
L Q15 1 0.94 0.85
Evaluation of interactions with colleagues Q16 0.99 0.88 1
Q17 1 0.99 0.96
Assessing the results of your professional development Q18 1 0.71 0.92
Benefit to society Q19 0.92 0.99 1

The next stage of data transformation is to sum the coefficient values. We determine satisfaction using
the “Contentment with remuneration” indicator.

The data obtained (Tables 7-9) demonstrate satisfaction indicators within a single group, in our case, the
“scientific and teaching experience” group, but across different indicators. This technique allows us to de-
termine which professional groups are least or most satisfied with a particular indicator. Table 9 shows that
among outcome factors, the most satisfied teachers are those with 1-10 years of experience (11.91), and the
least satisfied are those with 11-20 years of experience (9.96). Upon closer examination, according to the
“Contentment with remuneration” indicator, the most satisfied are teachers at the start of their careers
(i.e., those with 1-10 years of experience; 3), and the least satisfied are teachers with more than 21 years of
experience (2.25).

Table 9
Table of coefficients of job satisfaction with factors-results
Teaching experience (j) ;
Factor Indicator (i) M?X'mlf"ﬁ
1-10 11-20 >21 | valueo
Contentment with remuneration 3 2.3 2.25 3
Evaluat!on of career opportunities 5 409 408 5
" Evaluation of interactions with management
g Evaluation of interactions with colleagues 1.99 1.87 1.96 2
% Assessing the results of your professional development 1 0.71 0,92 1
I3
& | Benefit to society 0.92 0.99 1 1
Overall satisfaction rate by factor results 11.91 9.96 10.21 12
Relative overall odds from their maximum value 0.99 0.83 0.85
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An analysis of the indicators “Evaluation of career opportunities” and “Evaluation of interactions with
management”, showed that the most satisfied teachers were those with 1 to 10 years of experience, while the
least satisfied were those with more than 21 years of experience. No significant differences were observed in
the indicators “Evaluation of interactions with colleagues” and “Benefit for society”; in the indicator
“Assessment of the results of one’s professional development”, teaching staff with 11-20 years of experience
are the least satisfied.

The same transformations were made with the work process factors for the “scientific and teaching
experience” group, and the results are presented in Table 10.

Table 10
Table of coefficients of job satisfaction with workflow factors

Factor Indicator (i) Teaching experience () Maximum

1-10 11-20 >21 value of K
Work Organization 2 1.73 1.54 2
g Work environment and job stability 1 0.85 0.94 1
§ Advancing the university’s academic environment 1 0.80 0.93 1
€ | Workload 0.85 0.89 1 1
§ Overall satisfaction rate by factor results 4.85 4.27 4.41 5

Relative overall odds from their maximum value 0.97 0.85 0.88

Analysis of the data in Table 10 shows that beginning teachers (i.e., those with 1 to 10 years of experi-
ence) are more satisfied with the results of their professional activities, and teachers with 11 to 20 years of
experience are less satisfied. A detailed analysis shows that, according to the “Workload” indicator, teaching
staff with extensive experience are the most satisfied, while novice teachers are the least satisfied. According
to the “work organization” criterion, beginning teachers (1-10 years) are the most satisfied, while teaching
staff with extensive experience are the least satisfied. According to the indicator “Advancing the university’s
academic environment”, teachers with 11-20 years of experience are unsatisfied.

The next step in the comparative analysis of teaching staff satisfaction in the category we have chosen,
“research and teaching experience,” is to classify teachers according to their degree of satisfaction with the
factors of the work process and the factors of the results of the work process. In Figure 1, the levels of job
satisfaction are presented based on the relative overall coefficients of satisfaction with work process factors
and work process outcome factors. The graphical results presented in Figure 1 may serve as a tool for com-
paring faculty satisfaction levels and identifying areas to enhance motivation.

Ranking the satisfaction coefficients in descending order, we obtain the overall picture of teaching staff
job satisfaction (Table 11), from which we see that novice teachers with up to 10 years of experience are
more satisfied than teachers in other groups.

Table 11
Differentiation of levels of job satisfaction
Work experience Workflow factors Ranking Factors-results Ranking
1-10 0.97 1 0.99 1
11-20 0.85 3 0.83 2
>21 0.88 2 0.85 3

The study showed that factors such as “Evaluation of interactions with management” and “Evaluation
of career opportunities” have the most negative impact on job satisfaction and, accordingly, on teachers’
awareness of their importance. A negative trend was observed among respondents in changes in job satisfac-
tion. It has been established that the actual status, motivation, and satisfaction of higher education teachers
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remain at levels that require improvement to address the complex problems and challenges facing modern
Kazakh society.

The study’s results demonstrate that professional job satisfaction is heterogeneous. Although certain
factors, such as interpersonal climate and engagement, received relatively positive evaluations, a substantial
proportion of respondents reported experiencing a high professional workload. Specifically, 59.81 % of fac-
ulty members agreed with the statement about being overworked, suggesting pronounced strain in their pro-
fessional activities. This finding does not indicate a high overall level of satisfaction, but rather highlights
structural imbalances between professional demands and available resources. Therefore, teachers’ job satis-
faction is differentiated: while there is a generally positive attitude toward the profession, specific aspects of
the organizational environment require improvement.

Almost all male and retired teachers believe the amount of work they must do is excessive. Also, the
male half of the team believes they need help influencing university management decisions. Due to insuffi-
cient or low income, young teachers are forced to look for additional income on the side. More than half of
respondents are satisfied with their salaries, while the remaining half seek additional income, including
teachers with an academic degree. Only every second of those surveyed sees career growth prospects at the
university, but the fewest are male teachers and professors.

The observed gender gap in the assessment of professional workload warrants further analysis. The
greater proportion of women reporting excessive workloads may result from the intersection of professional
and family responsibilities, as well as the specific allocation of academic tasks within universities. Addition-
ally, these disparities may reflect differences in the perception of work-related stress and responsibility lev-
els. These findings underscore the necessity for a more comprehensive examination of gender-related aspects
of faculty professional activity.

A detailed analysis of these data revealed the following: some respondents’ answers for each category
are extremely contradictory; what the respondents’ existing needs are; what managers should do to improve
employee satisfaction; there is a need for teachers’ self-reflection and independent assessment of the working
climate and their relationships with colleagues and management.

We offer the following recommendations to solve the problematic issues identified during the survey
that reduce the satisfaction of teaching staff with their professional activities:

e To overcome the identified problems, it is proposed to conduct regular monitoring of job satisfaction
in universities and create a corporate culture based on recognition of the value of the work of a higher educa-
tion teacher.

¢ [Institutional corporate culture plays an essential role in increasing faculty satisfaction

¢ Information about the faculty is necessary to assess the current level of corporate culture and identify
areas for improvement.

Receiving constant feedback from employees.

Taking timely measures to positively influence the university and its employees.

Motivating teachers with salary increases.

Supporting young teachers financially and morally.

Involving male teachers in management decisions at the university.

Changing the management’s attitude towards the needs of employees.

Increasing career opportunities for young teachers.

Reviewing of the amount of work that teaching staff have to perform.

Identification of career prospects at the university for male teachers, professors, and young teachers.

e Conducting frequent employee engagement surveys is one of the most effective ways to provide
constructive and actionable data that allows employees to grow and develop.

Conclusions

Thus, our study of teachers’ satisfaction with their professional activities in three higher education insti-
tutions confirmed its relevance and importance necessary for achieving strategic plans for the development
of higher education institutions in Kazakhstan, the implementation of which provides a solution to many of
its issues, such as staff development, new digital formats, international cooperation, new forms of labor or-
ganization in universities, etc. Therefore, the study of job satisfaction among higher education teachers is
considered an urgent task, and identifying the factors that influence faculty satisfaction enables us to develop
tools for managing faculty motivation in higher education institutions and provide recommendations to im-
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prove faculty satisfaction. Furthermore, such research will help address this issue, particularly by conducting
scientific research and developing a methodology for analyzing its results.

Job satisfaction is a state of well-being and happiness associated with one’s work and its environment.
Faculty satisfaction with their jobs is of great importance to the university. Satisfaction can stimulate positive
energy, creativity, and increased motivation to succeed. A good work experience breeds satisfaction, so it is
crucial that faculty consistently experience positive experiences. Faculty are the university’s most valuable
resource, and maintaining their satisfaction strengthens the university in many ways.

Job satisfaction is a state of well-being and happiness associated with one’s professional activities and
the work environment. It is crucial for the university that faculty members are satisfied with their jobs. A
sense of satisfaction can foster positive energy, creativity, and increased motivation to succeed. Positive ex-
periences in the workplace contribute to job satisfaction, so it is important that faculty regularly experience
positive emotions in their professional environment. Faculty are the university’s most valuable resource, and
maintaining their satisfaction helps strengthen the university in many ways.
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YHuBepcHUTET OKBITYIIBLIAPBIHBIH (KYMbICHIHA KAHAFATTAHYbI:
MapTedeci, 0aFajaybl, MPodJaeMaapbl JKIHE YCHIHBICTAPBI

Maxkanaga KazakcTaHHBIH YII YHHBEPCUTETIHAET1 Npodeccop-OKBITYIIBIIAD KYPAMBIHBIH €HOEKKe
KaHaraTTaHy JCHreliH Oaranay MakcaThIHAA ONapIblH KociOM KBI3METIH 3epTTey HOTHXKEIepl YCHIHBUIFAH.
3eprrey OaphIChIHAAa KaHAaFaTTaHyFa ocep ETETIH HETi3rl HHCTUTYHHOHAIIBIK JKOHE JKeKe (akTopiap
aHpIKTanapl. Onapra eHOeK >Kafjaiiapel, jKalmakbl [EHIeii, MaHCANTBIK ©Cy MYMKIHIIKTepi, KociOm
OeJCeHIITIK, )KYMBICTBIH TYPaKTBUIBIFBI JKOHE KaOBUIIAHATHIH )KYMBIC JKYKTeMeci skaTapl. COHBIMEH KaTtap
YHUBEPCUTET OacCIIBUIBIFBIHA MOTHBALVSUIBIK CasCaTThl JKETUINipy OOWBIHIIA YCBHIHBICTAp d3ipiiey YIIiH
OKBITYIIBIIAPBIH 0achlM KaKETTUIKTEpi aKbIHAANIBL. 3epTTey/iH FRUIBIMH KaHAJIbIFBI — Ka3aKkCcTaHHBIH
JKOFapsl OiTiM Oepy KyiieciHe ToH OipbIHFal 3MITMPUKAIBIK MOJCIb asChIHIa WHCTHUTYIIHOHAIBIK JCTCPMHU-
HAaHTTQp MEH JKeKe KociOM cumarTamanapisl OipiKTipeTiH OKBITYIIBUIApABIH CHOCKKE KaHaraTTaHyBIH
GaranayablH WHTErPaTHBTI MOJEINIH a3ipiiey. JKBIHBICHI, jTaya3bIMbl, JKachl, FEUIBIMU JOPEXKeci jkoHe eHOeK
OTINIi CHSAKTHI KOPCETKIIITEPIl €CKepe OTBIPHII, YIII YHUBEPCUTET OOMBIHIIIA )KYPTi3UIreH CATBICTHIPMAIIBI TaJl-
Jay KaHaFaTTaHy JCHICHiHIH OpTYpii VJTUICPiH JKOHE KOciOM OCJNCEHIUTIKTIH JKOFapbl JCHreli MeH
KaOBLIJaHATBIH JKYMBIC JKYKTEMECIHIH eJeyii Ooiysl apachIHOarbl KYPBUIBIMIBIK TEHIepIMCI3mikTepmi
aHBIKTaAbl. AJIBIHFAaH HOTIDKeNep OacKapymIBUIBIK — IISIIIMJEpAi MakcaTThl Typle KaObuiiayra,
WHCTHTYLIMOHAJ/IBIK KOMMYHHUKALUSHEI JKETUIAIpyre, KapXKbUIBIK BIHTAJAaHABIPY JKYHECIH NaMBITyFa, »Kac
OKBITYLIBLIApABl KONAAyFa, COHAAH-aK YHMBEPCHTETTEPAIH TYPAKThl JaMyblH KaMTaMachl3 eTYIiH
CTpPATETHsIIBIK KYpalbl PETiHIE OKBITYIIBLIAPIBIH eHOCKKEe KaHAaFaTTaHybl MEH KOciOM OeJICeHALiriH Kyiemni
TYpPAE MOHHTOPHHT JKYPTi3yre SMIMPUKAIBIK HETi3 O0Iazbl.

Kinm ce30ep: xyMbICKa KaHaFaTTaHy, KaHAFaTTaHy (aKTOPBI, YHUBEPCUTET OKBITYIIBICH], JKOFaphl OimiM Oe-
PY, KociOH )KyMEIC.

XK.K. Abuesa, b.E. Xam3una, C.T. Kaprun, b.)K. A6apamesa, M./l. EcekemoBa

Y10B/1€TBOPEHHOCTH PaGoTOoli nMpenojaBaTeieil yHUBepCUTETA:
COCTOSIHUE, OI[€HKA, MPO00JIeMbl H PeKOMEHIAIN U

B nmaHHOIt cTaThe MpeACTaBlIeHbI Pe3yIbTaThl HCCISIOBAHUS MPOPECCHOHAIBHON IESITEIbHOCTH TIPETo/iaBa-
Telell yHMBEPCUTETOB C ILENbI0 OLECHKM YPOBHS YHOBJIETBOPEHHOCTH paboToil  mpodeccopcko-
IPENo/aBaTeIbCKOr0 COCTaBa B TPEX Ka3aXCTaHCKUX YHUBEpCUTETaX. B nccienoBaHuy BBIIBICHBI KIIFOUYEBbIE
WHCTHTYLIMOHAIIbHBIE U UHIMBUIyalIbHbIE (DAKTOPHI, BIHUSIONINE HA YIOBIECTBOPEHHOCTh, TAKHE KAK YCIOBHS
TPyZa, ypOBEHb 3apa0OTHON IIIaThl, BO3MOXHOCTH KapbepHOTO POCTa, NPO(eCcCHOHaIbHAs BOBICYEHHOCTD,
CTaOWIBHOCTh 3aHATOCTH M BOCHPHHUMaeMas pabodast Harpyska. Takke ompeneseHbl NPHOPHTETHHIE I10-
TpeOHOCTH TperoaBaTeneil, KOTOpble MOTYT OBITh HCIIOIBb30BAHBI PYKOBOICTBOM YHHBEPCHTETOB JUIS CO-
BEpIICHCTBOBAHMS ITOJUTHKH MOTHBanuy. HaydHass HOBH3HA HCCIICIOBAHMUS 3aKITIOYACTCS B pa3pabOTKe WH-
TETPAaTHBHOM MOJENH OIEHKH YIOBIETBOPEHHOCTH MperojaBaTeneil MpoecCHOHATLHON NeSTeIbHOCTHIO,
00BeANHSAIONMEH WHCTHTYIIHOHAIBHEIE IETePMUHAHTE M WHIUBUAYaIbHBIE NMPO(QECCHOHATIBHBIC XapaKTepH-
CTHKH B paMKax €JHHON 3MIIMPUIECKOH MOJIENH, afanTHPOBAaHHON K CHCTeMe BhICIIero oOpa3oBanus Kazax-
craHa. CpaBHUTENBHBIH aHAIN3 TPEX YHUBEPCUTETOB C YUETOM TI0JIa, HOJDKHOCTH, BO3PACTa, YUEHOU CTEIIeHN
U cTaxa paboTs! BEIIBII qU((epeHIIMPOBAHHBIE MOJIETH YIOBICTBOPEHHOCTH U CTPYKTYpPHBIE THCOATaHCHI
MEX][y BEICOKAM YPOBHEM NPOQECCHOHATBLHON BOBICYEHHOCTH M 3HAYUTEILHON BOCIIPHHIMAEMON pabouei
Harpyskoi. IlomydeHHble pe3ysIbTaThl CO3AI0T SMIUPUYECKYIO OCHOBY UL NIPUHATHA aJpECHBIX YIpPaBIICH-
YECKUX PEeIICHNH, pa3BUTHS HHCTUTYIMOHATEHOI KOMMYHHKAaIUH, COBEPIICHCTBOBAHNUS CHCTEMBI (prHAHCO-
BOI0 CTHMYJIHMPOBAaHHUS, MOJAEPKKUA MOJIOJBIX IpENojaBaTelel, a TakkKe U1 CUCTEMaTHYECKOTO MOHHUTO-
pUHTa yI0BIETBOPEHHOCTH M BOBJIEUEHHOCTH NPENOJABaTENIeN KAK CTPATETMYECKUX MHCTPYMEHTOB YCTOM-
YUBOTO PA3BUTHsI YHUBEPCUTETOB.

Kniouesvle c106a: yaoBIECTBOPEHHOCTh paboTOil, (HaKTOpP YIOBIETBOPECHHOCTH, MPEO/IaBaTEellb YHHBEPCUTE-
Ta, BbICIIee 00pa3oBaHue, MPOGECCHOHATBHAS ACATCIBHOCTb.
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