
 

 

Abstract - The aim of this paper is to evaluate 
the differences between financial and non-financial 
incentives in Montenegrin companies, based on 
eight observed factors/variables. Previous studies 
on this issue, show different results in the context 
of priority between financial and non-financial 
incentives and their significance. The analysis 
conducted on data samples received from 25 
companies (777 employees), by employing 
ANOVA, Chi-squared and Wilcoxon tests shows 
that different levels of education made statistically 
significant difference in evaluation of non-financial 
incentives. This means the alternative reward 
system, such as group incentives and recognition 
programs are very important for employees, 
especially for those with higher level of education. 

 
Index Terms: Financial incentives, Non-financial 
incentives, Reward system perception  

1. INTRODUCTION 

mpact of financial and non-financial reward 
system on employee’s motivation represents an 

issue that continuously provokes interest for 
discussion and research [2,7,11,12]. Most 
employers recognize that employees need to be 
managed holistically to ensure that they are 
productive, motivated, and loyal. This involves 
appropriate satisfying work post related to 
employee’s competences, recognition for 
exceptional performance or hard work, 
encouraging loyalty and fostering a positive 
culture in the workplace. Employers often choose 
a “total reward” approach – a combination of 
financial and non-financial rewards and 
incentives [8]. 

The aim of this paper is to find out how reward 
practices utilized in sample of 25 Montenegrin 
companies, with total number of 777 employees, 
are impacting the employee job satisfaction 
depending of different observed variables. These 
factors or variables are: gender, age, work 
experiences in the past and present companies, 
level of education, region, position in the 
company and company sector. Each of these  
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variables creates different values and perception 
toward total reward system.  

The survey was conducted during November 
and   December 2013. The responses from 
employees were completely anonymous. 
Employees were asked to respond to a 
questionnaire, either via web link or by hand. The 
questionnaire comprised of few eliminatory 
questions in order to keep dishonest and 
incomplete answers separate. The 
questionnaires were given to the managers and 
employees on different positions in the company 
(see Appendix). For the purpose of this research 
and in order to test the significance of financial 
and non-financial rewards, two questions were 
posted which related to employee perception of 
total reward system. These two questions were 
assertive statements that employee had to rate 
on a scale from 1 to 10 (1 being “Strongly 
disagree” and 10 being “Strongly agree”). 

The remainder of this paper is organized as 
follows: 

Section I is dedicated to Introduction. 

Section II is dedicated to theoretical analysis 
of two crucial concepts of reward system and its 
impact on motivation and job satisfaction.  

Section III briefly reviews the results of data 
analysis of conducted survey in Montenegrin 
companies related to employees’ perception of 
financial and non-financial incentives. The 
analysis comprises of different statistical tests, 
which measures the significance of these two 
reward systems depending on various observed 
variables.  

Section IV encompasses concluding remarks. 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

Behavioral theories provide a deep insight in 
an individual’s behavior providing a better 
understanding of the factors, which motivate a 
person to perform efficiently. The inner incentives 
are very important, but each individual relies on 
certain external variable, which causes an effort 
to perform and share knowledge. Efforts to 
perform need to be related to certain outcome 
[20], as individuals are motivated by how much 
they want something and expect it to happen. 
Created effort will lead to positive performance, 
positive performance to positive outcome and 
positive outcome to valences. Porter-Lawler 
model [6] explains that effort which produces 
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performance also produces rewards – financial 
and non-financial or, extrinsic and intrinsic – can 
lead to satisfaction. This depends on individual 
case, if a person prefers a reward through 
achievement and self-esteem or, through tangible 
assets like money. The main problem of 
unmotivated employees, unwilling to share 
knowledge, and cooperate, is generally 
hypothesized into a process of motivation 
whereas rewards encourage knowledge sharing 
behavior of individuals [2,6,7].  

Contrary to common belief, expected positive 
effect of tangible rewards often fails to be 
realized, even though, money is assumed to be 
an incentive, which causes favorable attitude 
towards knowledge sharing. Findings of some 
authors [6] point out “financial rewards hinder 
rather than facilitate the formation of positive 
attitudes toward knowledge sharing”. As defined 
by almost each motivational theory (Maslow, 
ERG, Dual-Structure) [20] the need for tangible 
reward represents a basic need, whilst upper 
‘scales’ imply needs for intrinsic values like 
achievement, growth and self-actualization. 
“Individuals are said to be intrinsically motivated 
when they do an activity out of interest and 
satisfaction. On the other hand, individuals are 
extrinsically motivated when they perform an 
activity because it is instrumental to the 
achievement of some external consequences, 
such as a reward and punishment” [12]. Self – 
determination theory (SDT) was the first 
framework to specifically underline the relation 
between financial and non-financial rewards and 
motivation. It has been developed as 
contemporaneous theory [12] confronting 
traditional ones. It is known that importance of 
external rewards can transfer on internal, but still 
SDT argues that external rewards represent a 
base for a person to perceive intrinsic values and 
they can for that reason be perceived as 
controlling and may thwart feelings of self-
confidence. Nevertheless, the results of this 
process are clearly visible in increase of 
competence and competitiveness, which further 
cause the transfer from external to internal, 
enhancing internal (autonomous) motivation [3, 
10, 19]. External regulations and rewards can 
sometimes be internalized by an employee, 
which will cause the creation of some sort of 
autonomous motivation.  

The reward system, which is crucial for job 
satisfaction and employee performance, has 
been widely discussed in literature in context of 
financial and non-financial segment significance. 
Brief review of studies that provide results in 
favor of financial or of non–financial rewards is 
given below.  

Arnolds and Venter [4] analyzed factors, 
which motivated blue-collar employees to 
perform efficiently and be satisfied with their 
engagement. In this segment, considering the 

type of employees, performing manual work and 
mostly having lower degree of education, the 
main motivator was the financial reward – 
salaries, paid holidays, sick leave and eventually 
retirement plans.   

Pınar et al. [18] conducted similar survey to 
796 blue-collar employees, which led to a result 
that the job itself, its security, and payment were 
the most important motivators. Findings of this 
study go in favor of financial reward system and 
traditional economic theory. This means that 
rational worker will choose to improve 
performance in response to financial gains or 
extrinsic values. Lazear [17] conducted a study of 
a large “autoglass” factory in which workers 
installed windshields, and that production 
switched from a time-rate wage (pay per hour) to 
piece-rate (pay per unit). Author found that 
employee productivity has increased by 20%, 
when he started from first and then switched to 
the latter payment scheme. This means that 
performance based pay schemes can be an 
efficient tool in increasing motivation, 
performance and job satisfaction. 

On the other side, even if financial incentives 
are the basis and of crucial importance in 
increase of work incentives, they still produce a 
short-term effect on motivation level of an 
employee. As previously discussed, financial 
incentives further create intrinsic motivation, 
better said, eagerness to help, enjoy the work, 
have self-esteem and therefore a need for 
promotion and recognition.  

Kaya [15] in the study of satisfaction levels of 
employees at hotel management found that non-
financial incentives were more effective than 
financial in context of positive performance. 
Knowledge sharing, open communication and 
integrity were highlighted as most important 
factors.  

Bayissa and Zewdie [5] conducted the 
analysis in order to determine the relation 
between financial and non-financial reward 
system and employee performance in academia 
– survey of academic staff in Jimma University.  
The findings were in favor of non-financial reward 
and incentives – decreased efficiency was 
caused by lack of recognition and appreciation, 
absence of participation in decision-making, 
unsatisfactory financial rewards and poor 
performance evaluation.  

According to the Survey conducted in 1996 
[14]  by Sibson and Co. and Association for 
Manufacturing Excellence show that traditional 
solutions in context of raises in salaries and 
bonuses is not effective, if applied without 
additional non-material reward. The responses 
were collected from operation executives, 
general managers, vice presidents and other 
executives from 50 manufacturing companies in 
in the U.S. and Canada. Almost 50% of 



 

respondents stated that apart from financial, the 
alternative reward system, such as group 
incentive and recognition programs was also very 
important. Most responding companies reported 
that they still use traditional reward programs, 
such as profit sharing and time based pay. These 
programs were identified as the least effective for 
positive performance. But still, these companies 
were actively starting to employ recognition 
programs and to increase the level of teams’ self-
management. The opportunity to manage a team 
represents a symbol of increased confidence by 
the company and recognition of employee. In this 
context the factor of self-esteem is of high 
importance and significance in motivating and 
driving team performance. 

Chiang and Birtch [8] empirically investigated 
culture’s consequences on employee perceptions 
of the performance implications of financial and 
non-financial rewards. Their analysis was 
conducted in banking industry in Finland and 
Hong Kong. They found that apart from effects 
and predictive capability of culture importance 
(i.e. masculinity–femininity, individualism–
collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, and power 
distance), a range of other factors (i.e. 
organizational, institutional, economic) 
significantly increased influence over and 
affected the perception of reward–performance 
values. They stated that the US centric 
behavioral theories therefore must be revisited 
and extended, because a range of contextual 
factor is very important and critical for employees 
in multinational corporations. Different valuation 
systems exist in different countries, related to 
their cultures and mentality concluding that one 
theory cannot be generally applied. Finally, they 
conclude that there are no universally applicable 
approaches to reward–performance in the cross-
border sense. Managers must be effective in 
process of designing and implementing reward–
performance practices, and aware of various 
specific factors that could influence employee 
performance through offered reward system. 

In relation to cultural perception, Dunning [9] 
discusses that companies which are better 
organized and equipped to exploit cultural 
differences will probably be more successful and 
able to achieve competitive advantage. 
Replication of reward–performance system into 
different contextual environments is not a solution 
to the problem, so managers must extend their 
systems according to various contextual factors 
(national culture’s view of financial and non-
financial rewards). Therefore it can be concluded 
that each organization is unique, in the sense of 
its business and its location. Process of applying 
certain reward system should therefore be 
revisited taking into consideration all specific 
characteristic and factors related to the firm. 

To summarize, both financial and non-
financial incentive dimensions are used form a 

strategy that will create a positive and productive 
employee performance and job satisfaction. The 
ability to produce intrinsic and extrinsic incentives 
in order to motivate employees’ performance to 
support the company’s goals should be a modern 
business priority. From above mentioned studies, 
it is evident that employees with lower degree of 
education level are mostly worried about the 
safety of the job and financial incentives. On the 
other hand, higher education level and career 
intensive work posts, are characterized by 
increased motivation through non-financial 
rewards. Many companies cannot afford to 
continuously give raises and bonuses, but still 
there are many creative alternative forms of 
reward that don’t involve money and which can 
act as motivational tools in order to increase 
employee job satisfaction and positive 
performance. Non-monetary rewards have an 
intrinsic motivational impact on employees and 
these rewards increase employees’ motivation by 
raising their self-esteem.  

Related to that notion, it must be pointed out 
the importance of innovation, flexibility, quality, 
knowledge sharing as a crucial factor of business 
success. Therefore employees must be rewarded 
with specializations and training programs, 
knowledge sharing systems, leadership courses, 
as to come up with innovative ideas, develop new 
products/services and skills which will increase 
competitive advantage of the company. High 
quality strategically planned and implemented 
total reward system must be a company’s 
imperative. Only when employees are motivated 
and satisfied in proper manner, the company will 
be successful, profitable, and competitive on the 
market. 

3. DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1. Data description 
 

Research was based on a random sample of 
777 employees from 25 companies in 
Montenegro. Companies that participated in the 
research had from 10 to 700 employees and 
representative sample of employees was taken 
from each one. A random sample of employees 
chosen from a company consisted of managers 
and employees on other positions in the 
company. The questionnaire was completely 
anonymous and had several eliminatory 
questions that weeded out dishonest and 
incomplete answers. Employees were asked to 
respond to a questionnaire, either via web link or 
by hand. For the purpose of this research, two 
questions were posed related to employee 
perception of total reward system – financial and 
non-financial incentives. The following two 
questions were assertive statements that 
employees had to rate on a rating scale from 1 to 



 

10 (1 being “Strongly disagree” and 10 being 
“Strongly agree”): 

 
1. My salary is adequate to the quality and 

quantity of my work. 
2. Non-financial benefits offered by my 

company are stimulative for my work. 
 

3.2. Methodology 
 

ANOVA test was employed in order to 
compare difference between means of observed 
variables and overall mean of the sample. If 
experimental factor does not have influence on 
dependent variable, then there is no statistically 
significant difference between means of observed 
variables and overall mean of the sample. 
Therefore, the test is conducted by implementing 
this definition in null hypothesis (H0), as follows: 

 

  gH ...: 210   (1) 

 
Alternative hypothesis (H1) is defined by the 

statistically significant difference between means 
of at least two observed variables. 

 

jiH ji  ,:1      (2) 

 
Total variability of an observed variable can 

be divided into factorial and residual sum of 
squares. ANOVA assumes comparison of 
factorial and residual sum of squares offering a 
general evaluation of group mean differences.  

Factorial variance is given by: 
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where Vf stands for factorial variance, ni number 
of observation in i-th group,  ��  is mean return in 

i-th group, ���	 overall mean return, and r number 
of groups, while 
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where Vr residual variance, Xij present j-th value 
of returns in i-th group, and Xi mean return in i-th 
group and n is number of observations in each 
groups. Ratio of those two variances follow F-
distribution with r-1 and n*r-r degrees of freedom: 

                   �
��

��
             (5) 

Chi-square test was also employed in order to 
compare observed data with data that was 
expected to obtain according to a specific 
hypothesis. The null hypothesis (Ho) is that the 
observed frequencies (oi) are the same (except 
for chance variation) as the expected frequencies 
(ei).  If the frequencies observed are different 

from expected frequencies, the value of χ
2
 goes 

up.  If the observed and expected frequencies 
are exactly the same, χ

2
 = 0.  You test whether a 

given χ
2
 is statistically significant by testing it 

against a table of chi-square distributions, 
according to the number of degrees of freedom 
for sample, which is the number of categories 
minus 1.    The formula is: 

 

�� = ∑
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�
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The null hypothesis is rejected if test statistics 

is greater than the critical value, or if p-value is 
smaller than significant level used. In situations 
where the normality of the population(s) is 
suspect or the sample sizes are so small that 
checking normality is not really feasible, it is 
sometimes preferable to use nonparametric tests 
to make inferences about “average” value.  

Wilcoxon signed rank test is an alternative to 
the two-sample t-test for comparing the “average” 
value of two populations where the samples from 
each population are taken independently. We 
employed this test in order to check statistically 
significant difference between employees 
perception of financial and non-financial 
incentives. 

The hypotheses tested can be stated as 
follows: 

 

:oH  The distribution of population 1 and 

population 2 are identical. If the populations are 
symmetric (but not necessarily normal) the null 
hypothesis can be expressed in terms of the 
population medians as: 
 

21 MM   

 

:aH The distribution of population 1 and 

population 2 are different. Two-tailed   
           

21 MM   

 
 or 

:aH   The distribution of population 1 is shifted to 

the right of the distribution for population 2, i.e. 
the population 1 values are generally larger than 
the population 2 values.  (right-tailed) 
           

21 MM   

 
 or 

:aH   The distribution of population 1 is shifted to 

the left of the distribution for population 2, i.e. the 
population 1 values are generally smaller than 
the population 2 values.  (left-tailed) 
           



 

21 MM   

 
The tests statistic is based on the sum of the 

ranks assigned to the observed data from each 
population when the combined sample is ranked 
from smallest to largest.  It is always assumed 
that the sample size (m) for population 1 is less 
than or equal to the sample size (n) from 
population 2.  

 
3.3. Empirical results 

 
The employee’s perception of total reward 

system – financial and non-financial incentives 
has been analyzed according to various factors. 
These factors or variables are: V1=gender, 
V2=age, V3=overall work experience, V4=work 
experience in current company, V5=education 

level, V6=region, V7=position in the company 
and V8=company sector. The structure of the 
sample with observed variables are shown in 
Table 1 (see Appendix).  

The influence of observed variables from V1 
to V8, on two ordinal variables that show the 
satisfaction of respondents (employees) in 
Montenegro on financial and non-financial 
incentives in their companies was then 
analyzed. From all observed variables, only 
differences in responses regarding education 
level related to non-financial incentive are 
statistically significant. Descriptive statistics is 
given in Table 2 and consists of average scores 
given by group of employees with different level 
of education, while ANOVA results are shown in 
Table 3. 

 
Table 2 Descriptive Statistics of non-financial incentives by factor education level
 

Dependent Variable: Non-financial incentives 

V5: Educational level Mean Std. Deviation N 

II level – 8 years of elementary school 6.50 4.950 2 

III level – 3 years of high school / craft 5.87 4.174 76 

IV level – 4 years of high school 6.61 3.911 314 

V level – secondary school 5.43 4.470 23 

VI level – higher education 6.25 4.110 61 

VII level – Bachelor's degree 8.04 3.156 57 

VII – 1 level – Specialist 8.44 2.261 36 

VII – 2 level – Masters 7.34 3.568 206 

Total 6.86 3.821 775 
 
 
Table 3 ANOVA F-test of non-financial incentives by factor education level (Tests of Between-Subjects 
Effects) 
 

Dependent Variable: Non-financial incentives 

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df 

Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Power(a) 

Corrected Model 380.117(b) 7 54.302 3.814 .000 .034 26.700 .981 

Intercept 4738.910 1 4738.910 332.866 .000 .303 332.866 1.000 

V5 380.117 7 54.302 3.814 .000 .034 26.700 .981 

Error 10919.553 767 14.237           

Total 47764.000 775             

Corrected Total 11299.670 774             

a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .034 (Adjusted R Squared = .025) 
 

According to Table 3, F-statistics for the 
model in which education level (V5) is observed 
as factor of scores of non-financial incentive, the 
differences in scores depending on education 
level are statistically significant at 1% level.   

Therefore employees with higher education 
level react more positively on non-financial 
benefits through their work, comparing to 
employees with lower education level. The Tukey 

HSD test was also employed which has 
confirmed the results of ANOVA test. The Tukey 
HSD test of individual differences among various 
education levels showed that the most important 
differences, which contributed to significant 
influence  of the examined factor, are between 
master on one side, and III, IV and VI education 
level, on the other side. Table of Tukey HSD test 
is not given due to limited paper size.  



 

Chi-squared test produced the same results: 

 

 

Table 4 Chi-squared test of non-financial incentives by factor education level 

 

Education level has evident influence on 
employee felling towards salary adequacy – 
financial incentive. But, still comparing to non-
financial incentive this influence is less important.  

 

 
The differences in scores between the groups of 
employees with different education level are not 
statistically significant at the level of 10%.  
 

Table 5 ANOVA F-test of financial incentive by factor education level (Tests of Between-Subjects Effects) 
 

Dependent Variable: Financial incentives 

Source 
Type III Sum 
of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 
Squared 

Noncent. 
Parameter 

Observed 
Power(a) 

Corrected Model 187.279(b) 7 26.754 2.435 .018 .022 17.043 .871 

Intercept 4885.988 1 4885.988 444.631 .000 .367 444.631 1.000 

V5 187.279 7 26.754 2.435 .018 .022 17.043 .871 

Error 8428.462 767 10.989           

Total 45479.000 775             

Corrected Total 8615.742 774             

a  Computed using alpha = .05 
b  R Squared = .022 (Adjusted R Squared = .013) 
 
Table 6 Descriptive Statistics of financial incentive by factor company sector 
 

Dependent Variable: Financial incentive 

V8: Company Sector Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval 

      Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Finance/Accounting 7.108 .366 6.390 7.827 

Information Technology 6.643 .630 5.406 7.879 
Research and development 9.600 1.491 6.674 12.526 
Marketing/Advertising 6.731 .654 5.448 8.014 
Maintenance/Operations 6.521 .481 5.576 7.465 
Other 6.708 .278 6.163 7.254 
Law 6.200 .861 4.511 7.889 

Sale/Retail/Wholesale 7.069 .186 6.703 7.435 
Production 5.789 .541 4.728 6.851 
Customer service/Customer support 7.054 .548 5.978 8.130 
Human Resource Management 7.452 .599 6.276 8.627 

 
By compareing the average score of salary 

adequacy by sectors in Table 6, it is evident that 
differences of sectoral means are not siginificant 
even  at  10%  level.  In  Table 7,  F  statistics  of  

 

1.156shows that null hypothesis of equality of 
means/scores could be rejected starting at 32% 
level. 
 

 
Summary

.234 .055 .352 .352 .102 .893

.218 .048 .305 .657 .060

.157 .025 .157 .814

.111 .012 .079 .893

.091 .008 .053 .946

.079 .006 .040 .986

.047 .002 .014 1.000

.156 101.882 .001a 1.000 1.000

Dimension
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Total

Singular

Value Inertia Chi Square Sig. Accounted for Cum ulative

Proportion of Inertia

Standard

Deviation 2

Correlation

Confidence Singular

Value

63 degrees of freedoma. 



 

 

Table 7 ANOVA F-test of financial incentive by factor company sector (Tests of Between-Subjects Effects) 
 

  
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 128.472 10 12.847 1.156 .317 

Within Groups 8487.270 764 11.109     

Total 8615.742 774       

 
 

In the last Table, the correlation between two 
variables   which  are   related   to  financial   and  

 

non-financial incentives is calculated. The 
correlation coefficient is 53.1%. 
 

Table 8 Correlation between financial and non-financial incentives 
  

  
  Salary Non-financial 
Financial Pearson Correlation 1 .531(**) 

  Sig. (2-tailed)   .000 

  N 775 775 

Non-financial Pearson Correlation .531(**) 1 

  Sig. (2-tailed) .000   

  N 775 775 

 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

At the end the responses of respondents 
considering their perception of financial and non-
financial incentives on work can be compared, 

using Wilcoxon signed rank non-parametric test. 
The null hypothesis was rejected at 5% 
significance level. 

  
Table 9 Wilcoxon signed rank test between financial and non-financial incentives 
  

  
  N Mean Rank Sum of Ranks 

Non-financial - 
Financial 

Negative Ranks 
189(a) 265.19 50121.50 

  Positive Ranks 275(b) 210.03 57758.50 

  Ties 311(c)     

  Total 775     

 
a  Non-financial < Financial 
b  Non-financial > Financial 
c  Non-financial = Financial 
 
Table 10 Test Statistics(b) 
 

  Non-financial - Financial 

Z -1.330(a) 

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .183 

 
a  Based on negative ranks. 
b  Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test

 

According to the Z test statistics it is 
concluded that null hypothesis cannot be rejected 
even on the 10% significance level. This leads to 
a conclusion that in Montenegro, in general, it 
cannot be said that there is high sensitivity of 
employees on financial and non-financial  
 

 

incentives, as well as differentiation of these two 
types of rewards. This test was employed 
comparing all respondents’ scores of two posed 
questions, regardless of all observed factors. 

 
 



 

4. CONCLUDING REMARKS 

 
According to the results obtained in this 

research, the conclusions are that the non-
financial incentives in Montenegro are more 
effective than financial in the context of positive 
performance. Univariate ANOVA F test has 
shown that different type of education level has 
made statistically significant difference in 
evaluation of non-financial incentive. This means 
the alternative Reward systems, such as group 
incentives and recognition programs are very 
important for employees, especially for the high 
level education. In this context, the factor of self-
esteem is of high importance and significant in 
motivating and driving individual performance. 
Therefore employees must be rewarded with 
broad skim of non-financial incentives. 

Positive effect of financial rewards fails to be 
recognized as statistically important. Both 
ANOVA and Chi-squared tests have represented 
no difference in mean scores for financial 
incentive among groups by any factor from V1 to 
V8. It can be explained by a fact that salary and 
other financial incentives make a short-term 
effect on motivation level of an employee, and it 
cannot be significantly different through groups. 
Finally, Wilcoxon signed rank test has shown 
both financial and non-financial incentives are 
important for employees, because there is no 
significant difference in scores for these two 
variables in sample data altogether. So, 
motivational management policy should contain 
the ability to produce intrinsic and extrinsic 
incentives.  

Based on the results of this research and 
various evaluation systems, which exist in 
different countries, with various cultures and 
mentality, the general rule considering reward 
system cannot be applied. Reward–performance 
policy should take into account specific factors 
that could influence employees’ performance. 
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APPENDIX 
 

Table 1 Structure of the sample of employees by observed variables 
 

V1. Gender Response Percent Response Count 

Female 47.9% 372 

Male 52.1% 405 

answered question 777 

V2. Age  Response Percent Response Count 

Younger than 21 0.5% 4 

21 – 25 10.3% 80 

26 – 35 47.5% 369 

36 – 45 27.5% 214 

46 – 55 11.6% 90 

56 – 65 2.6% 20 

Older than 66 0.0% 0 

answered question 777 

V3. Overall work experience Response Percent Response Count 

0 to 2 years 9.5% 74 

3 to 5 years 16.3% 127 

6 to 10 years 33.2% 258 

11 to 15 years 21.6% 168 

16+ years 19.3% 150 

answered question 777 

V4. Work experience for this company Response Percent Response Count 

Less than 1 year 7.1% 55 

1 to 2 years 10.2% 79 

2 to 5 years 27.9% 217 

5 to 10 years 36.3% 282 

More than 10 years 18.5% 144 

answered question 777 

V5.  Educational level Response Percent Response Count 

I level – 4 years of elementary school 0.0% 0 

II level – 8 years of elementary school 0.3% 2 

III level – 3 years of high school / craft 9.8% 76 

IV level – 4 years of high school 40.5% 315 

V level – secondary school 3.0% 23 

VI level – higher education 7.9% 61 

VII level – Bachelor's degree 26.6% 207 

VII – 1 level – Specialist 7.3% 57 

VII – 2 level – Masters 4.6% 36 

VIII level – Doctorate 0.0% 0 

answered question 777 

V6.  Region Response Percent Response Count 

North of Montenegro 6.0% 47 

South of Montenegro 21.2% 165 

Centre of Montenegro 72.7% 565 

answered question 777 

V7. Position  Response Percent Response Count 

Administration 17.8% 138 

Director/Partner 4.1% 32 

Manager or Supervisor 27.9% 217 

Production 4.1% 32 

Service 32.2% 250 

Other 13.9% 108 

answered question 777 



 

V8. Company sector Response Percent Response Count 

Customer service/Customer support 4.8% 37 

Fund raising 0.0% 0 

Finance/Accounting 10.8% 84 

Human Resource Management 4.0% 31 

Information Technology 3.6% 28 

Law 1.9% 15 

Marketing/Advertising 3.3% 26 

Maintenance/Operations 6.2% 48 

Production 4.9% 38 

Research and development 0.6% 5 

Sale/Retail/Wholesale 41.3% 321 

Other 18.5% 144 

answered question 777 
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