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 The topic of employees’ job satisfaction is considered as a priority in supporting 

institutions such as Imam Khomeini Relief Foundation (RA). This study aimed to 

examine effect of performance evaluation on employees’ job satisfaction using a 
scientific tool. In this study, performance evaluation was considered as the independent 

variable while job satisfaction was considered as the dependent variable. In addition, 

“Smith, Kendall and Hulin” Theory was used as theoretical framework of the study. 
Statistical population included 410 employees of both official and contract employees 

holding organizational positions in Relief Foundation in Western Azerbaijan Province 

among which 198 subjects were selected as sample using “Cochrane” formula with 
stratified random sampling method. A questionnaire was prepared and distributed 

widely among all departments of Relief Foundation within the province. The results 

were analyzed using Pearson test. The main hypothesis was confirmed, which 
expressed that performance evaluation increases job satisfaction of employee of Relief 

Foundation. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Several factors are involved in forming employees’ attitudes and behaviors. These factorsaffect the 

employees’ performance and occupational behaviors. One of these factorsis resultedfrom employees’ 

performance evaluation. This arises from spending lots of time and costs for appointment, promotion, 

determining educational needs, changing job, recognizingdominant needs, granting bonuses, etc. Using false 

indicators or making incorrect performance evaluations have negative effects on employees’ job satisfaction and 

performance attitudes. In addition, predetermined goals will not be realized. On the other hand, using correct 

indicators and making correct evaluations improve performance and job satisfaction. 

Performance evaluation is considered as an important issue, which affects a variety of factors including rate 

of payments, promotion, appointment and identification of educational needs. This measure was adopted in 

Relief Foundation; however, no tangible effects were observed in practice sincethis measure was not 

implemented practically. As a result, it was essential to examine the effect of performance evaluation on 

employees’ job satisfaction in order to present the results to management after conducting the research. Thus, it 

might be possible to make necessary changes in above-mentioned process to make more practical evaluations. 

This might lead to employees’ job satisfaction. 

Performance evaluation is an ongoing process to provide feedback to staff about how they function in the 

organization.This evaluation may be informal as manger’s daily comments about employees with lower 

positions. This evaluation may also be formal as periodic written text, ratings or preparing incidental records for 

making decisions about promotion, salary increases and other factors (Montana, 1991).  

Managers are mainly responsible for staff evaluation, functions and behaviors. Managers provide grounds 

for staff growth by informing them of their performance. As a result, the employees make a conscious effort to 

replace negative and ineffective behaviors with effective and appropriate ones and eliminate those negative and 

improper attitudes. This not only leads to employees’ efficiency, but also organizational efficacy (Perera et al., 

2014).  

Organizational performance depends on performance of the employees. The importance and awareness of 

this issue become evident when the employees are evaluated regularly. This is the most important phase of the 

set of functions relevant to organizational performance. This is because management becomes aware of the 
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extent they have achieved organizational goals. Performance evaluation refers to formal written estimation of 

either work orduties and responsibilities performed by an employee. Job evaluation results in knowledge ofboth 

strengths and weaknesses of the staff.However, the range of an evaluation may be determined by a scale ranging 

from “need to improve”, “corresponds with predetermined expectations and standards” and “higher than 

expectations and standards” (Sabeen and Mehbob, 2008). 

Being aware of the results ofperformance evaluation of current employee’s performance and assessment of 

their talents and potentials for future jobs are considered as the required information for the purpose of human 

resources planning. This information can be used as a factor for predicting an increase due topromotionin 

satisfying needs (Cohen, 1993). 

Job satisfaction is one of the most important and probably the most controversial concepts, which on the 

one hand requires fundamental and theoretical efforts and on the other hand, is important at all levels of human 

resources and management within an organization (Noe et al., 2009). 

Job satisfaction refers to individual overall attitude about his job. Higher job satisfaction means positive 

attitude toward a job or a career. Lower job satisfaction (job dissatisfaction) means negative attitude towards a 

job.Job satisfaction arises from discussions on employees’ attitudes toward their jobs. 

It is clear that an employee should know what is expected from him.He should know how his performance 

is measured and evaluated.He should also feel confident to employ his utmost potentials. This will lead to a 

satisfactory performance. He also should be aware that he is measured and assessed with desired organizational 

parameters. Finally, he certainly should be aware that he would be granted valuable reward if he does what he 

asked to do. If it is not clear what are the employee’s desired goals not and if the index measuring such goals is 

ambiguous and if the employee do not have full confidence that his efforts may lead to satisfactory results (or he 

may believe thathis organization may not properly and accurately value the consequences of his efforts), it will 

not be unlikely that the employee may not use his utmost potentials and abilities to do his tasks (Robbins and 

Coulter, 2013). 

Usually, it is rare that employees be indifferent toward what they understand and experience.One primary 

reason that motivated the scientists to pay attention job satisfaction issue was the belief that employeeswho are 

more satisfied would endeavor to do their tasks better and accomplish better results. In general, job satisfaction 

is specified by the difference between the efficiency one should achieve and the efficiency one actually achieves 

in practice. In other words, if this difference is smaller, job satisfaction will be higher. An individual expects to 

be paid and rewarded to an extent more than he is responsible to do. On the other hand, the organization expects 

that individual productivity and contribution of involvement be higher than costs andfinancial burden of keeping 

those employees in the organization (Poon, 2004) 

Many theories were presented on the topic of job satisfaction. However, the most recent classification on 

job satisfaction theory was presented by “Lawson and Shen (1997)”. They divided those theories to two 

categories of micro-models and macro-models. Micro- model theories essentially emphasize oninternal factors 

and forces. Satisfying those factors and forces leads to individual satisfaction. In this theory, job satisfaction is 

based onsatisfaction of individual and internal needs in the workplace. Then, it is assumed that if more internal 

and cognitive needs of an individual are satisfied, that individual will be more satisfied and productive. In this 

regard, hierarchical theory of Maslow's (1943) needs, Alderfer (1977)theory, and McClelland (1978) theory, 

theory of equality and theory of expectation can be addressed. On the other hand, macro-model theories 

emphasize on the organization, particularly on organizational processes essential for production and delivery of 

services. Macro-model theories includeFrederick Herzberg's Motivation-Hygiene Theory, attribution theory, and 

goal setting theory and theory of satisfaction and fertility and theory of needs’ dynamics. 

“Job Descriptive Index” is one of the most common instruments measuring job satisfaction. This scale is 

developed by “Smith, Kendall and Hulin (1969)”, which is used inmore than 400 studies.Job Description Index 

is used for determining satisfaction from five dimensions of job including job content, coworkers, supervisors, 

paymentsand promotional opportunities. This scale by natureis based on the belief that job satisfaction is judged 

in comparison with individual perception ofthose alternative jobs that are available (Noe et al., 2009). 

Five dimensions of job satisfaction from viewpoints of “Smith, Kendall and Hulin (1969)” are as follows: 

 

Job content: 

The concept of job content plays an important role in the employees’ job satisfaction.In general, employees 

seek a competitive job position rather than a continuous daily work.Two important aspects of nature of the work 

that affect job satisfaction are as follows: 

1) Diversity, 2) investigation of work practices and work instructions.In general, a job positions with 

moderate diversity result in boredom and fatigue while those job positions with high diversity and mobility 

increase stress and nervousness in the employees (Arnold and Feldman, 1982). 

2. Received Payment 

Money is defined in various ways for different groups. Probably, this factor is considerably more important 

for those who cannot obtain satisfaction from their work in any other way except their wages (Lawson and Shen, 
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1997). There aretwo relationships between job satisfaction and wage. First, whether the income obtained from 

job seems sufficient or not. Second, whether this income is equal and appropriate compared to what others 

obtain or not. Since most peoplerequire a certain minimum income for living, it seems that the relationship 

between wage and job satisfaction is much more complicated than this. For several individuals, the wage 

represents the rate of their efforts. In other words, wage is an internal component; nevertheless, net external 

effects of this factor cannot be neglected. In addition, many rewards such as fringe benefits (health) are 

equivalent in terms of monetary value.Hence, wages are not solely simple and objective factors (Rollinson, 

2008). 

 

Promotions: 

Promotion representsrequired possibilities to enhance occupational status and level.Desired promotion for 

all employees is not at the same level. Therefore,satisfaction resulting from promotion is greatly affected by the 

harmony between expectations and payments. In fact, although organizational promotion usually brings an 

increase in wages, this is alsoconsidered as a main source of satisfaction for several individuals. However, for 

many people, this issue is only related to “I” and “self-perception”(Rollinson, 2008). 

 

Supervision: 

Leadership or supervision refers toinfluential individuals who endeavor to meet group and organizational 

objectives.This issueis primarily proposed in relation to the issue of personal communication (interpersonal). 

Each manager accepts the fact that his main problemsarise when he interacts with people (individual desires, 

attitudes and behavioror group behavior). A successful manager should also be a successful leader. Leadership 

requires organizing a group of followers. On the other hand, the followers are those who follow those people 

whom they are able to satisfy needs and aspirations (Weihrich and Koontz, 2004). 

This dimension represents individual satisfaction from the relationship with his direct supervisor.The job 

satisfaction resulting from this relationship is usually associated with two aspects of supervisor’s behavior: 

1) Interpersonal support, which refers to the supervisor’s interest in welfare of the employees. 

2) Technical support, which refers to the concept, which the supervisor providesfor guidance on technical 

issues and the issues relevant to tasks (Weihrich and Koontz, 2004). 

 

Coworkers: 

Many researchers believe that relationships with coworkers are considered as the most important factor in 

determining job satisfaction or dissatisfaction.Group size and quality of personal interactions in the group has an 

important role in employees’ satisfaction. Group work as a community is considered as an emotional and 

spiritual support system for staff. If the individualswithin a group possess similar social characteristics such as 

similar attitudes and beliefs,this forms a space under which shadow job satisfaction is provided (Lussier, 2011). 

There are three hypotheses about job satisfaction resulting from the relationship with coworkers. 

1) Relationship with coworkersbrings the highest job satisfaction when individual attitudes are as similar 

as others’ attitudes. This is because this makes it easier to calculate and predict others’ behaviors. This is 

considered as a credit for that individual. 

2) Relationship with coworkers brings the highest job satisfaction when it results in acceptance of the 

individual by others. 

3) Relationship with coworkers brings the highest job satisfaction when it makes it easy to achieve the 

goals (Lussier, 2011). 

The present study aimed to assess the impact of each effective factor on job satisfaction. These factors 

include payment, job content, promotional opportunities, coworkers and supervisors. According to obtained 

results and based on mean result for each factor, the factors affecting job satisfaction were prioritized. 

The present study also aimed to evaluate the effect of performance evaluation on each factor influencing job 

satisfaction. In other words, by determining the correlation coefficient, it can be concluded that performance 

evaluation increase or decrease which one of the five factors affecting job satisfaction. 

The ultimate goal of this research lies in conforming or rejecting the main hypothesis, which tests that 

whether performance evaluation increases employees’ job satisfaction in Relief Foundation in Western 

Azerbaijan Province. 

 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

 

The research method was survey while the research goal was applied. Statistical population consisted of 

410 official and contract employees having organizational positions in Relief Foundation in Western Azerbaijan 

Province. They worked in various departments of this foundation in 21 different cities. In addition, these 

employees included 390 official employees and 20 contract workers having organizational positions. They were 

periodically (annually) evaluated. 
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Since it is not possible to evaluate behaviors of all individuals in quantitative research, the research is 

conducted using sampling method. In this regard, a sample was selected. Then, the results were generalized to 

the entire population.  

In this study, stratified random sampling method was used.In this technique, before selecting the units, the 

entire population is divided into homogeneous classes (with respect to cities). Then, the number of samples per 

class size was selected using simple random sampling method within every class.In addition, 198 employees 

were selected as sample using Cochran's formula.The calculation method is as follows. 

198
)5.0)(5.0(*96.1)05.0(*410

)5.0)(5.0(*96.1*410
2

2

22

2








pqtNd

pqNt
n  

N= statistical population 

n= sample size 

t= Confidence level 95%  

P= possibility of existence of attribute in the population 

d= optimum confidence accuracy 

q=possibility of non-existence of attribute in the population 

Face method was used to assess validity of the tool. Then, the questionnaires were given to five experts in 

this context. Then, validity of the tool was confirmed.Cronbach's alpha was used to measure the reliability using 

SPSS software as follows.The calculated alpha for job satisfaction was0.887 while the calculated alpha for 

performance evaluation was 0.881, which are higher than0.75. Then, reliability of the questionnaire was 

confirmed. 

Frequency distribution table and percentages of responses to each question were used to explain the 

responses. Histogram charts were used to illustrate a part of statistical data. Pearson correlation was used to test 

the hypotheses at inferential level. 

 

Results: 

Descriptive findings: 

In order to achieve the research objectives, the research was conducted using a survey method in which the 

questionnaires were distributed and collected among co-workers in Relief Foundation in WesternAzerbaijan 

Province. The questionnaire consistedof 3 sections as follows: 

1- Individual characteristics  

2- Identifying the effectiveness of factors on job satisfaction 

3- Identifying the effectiveness of factors on performance evaluation 

Design and results of the first part of the questionnaire, which is related to individual characteristics, 

suggested that majority of the respondents (49.5%) were between 31 and 40 years old while 6.1% were between 

20 and 30 years old, 38.4% were between 41 and 50 years old, 6.1% were between 51 and 60 years old. The 

majority of respondents (93.9%) were male while 6.1% were female. 

The majority of respondents (38.4%) had bachelor degree while 35.4% had higher than diploma degree, 

22.7% had diploma, 3% had master degree and higher than that and 0.5% had less than diploma.  

Working experience of majority of the respondents (31.8%) was between 11 and 15 years while 30.3% had 

between 16 and 20 years, 19.2% had more than 21 years, 13.1% had between 6 and 10 years and 5.6% had less 

than 5 years. 

Organizational position of majority of respondents (37.9%) included office holders while 21.2% were 

expert, 18.7% were expert office holders, 13.6% were operators and 8.6% were assistants. 

The second part of questionnaire refers to identification of effectiveness of factors on job satisfaction ina 

form of 26 questions as following dimensions: 

Question 1-5 Payments 

Question 6-14 the content or type of job 

Question 15-17 promotional opportunities 

Questions 18-21Supervisor 

Questions 22-26 Coworkers 

The third section of questionnaire refers to identification of effectiveness of factors on performance 

evaluation in a form of 19 questions as following dimensions: 

Question 1-4 functional factors 

Question 5-12 standards of ethical behavior 

Questions 13-19standards of occupational behavior 
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics of research variables 

 Performance 

Evaluation 

Coworkers Supervisor Promotional 

Opportunities 

Job Content Payment 

Variable Number 198 198 198 198 198 198 

Error 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean 3.5359 2.7879 3.3141 2.7323 3.1222 2.5780 

Medium 3.5263 2.7500 3.4000 2.6667 3.2222 2.6000 

Mode 3.21 3.00 3.80 2.67 3.33 2.60 

Standard Deviation 0.65210 0.92406 0.93857 0.97727 0.83259 0.67631 

Variance 0.425 0.854 0.881 0.955 0.693 0.457 

Rank 3.05 4.00 5.20 4.00 3.89 3.40 

Minimum 1.79 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Maximum 4.84 5.00 6.20 5.00 4.89 4.40 

 

The means of five factors affecting job satisfaction are as follows. 

The first factor: payments (mean = 2.57) 

The second factor: the content or type of job (mean = 3.12) 

The third factor: promotional opportunities (mean = 2.73) 

The fourth factor: supervisor (mean = 3.31) 

The fifth factor: coworkers (mean = 2.78) 

It is found out that the fourth factor, i.e. the supervisor, is more important than other factors. In other words, 

supervisor’s appreciation ofsatisfactory work, influence of the supervisor, moral stability of the supervisor and 

friendly relations of the supervisor andseeking feedback by the supervisor is more effective on job satisfaction. 

 

Inferential Findings: 

The main hypothesis: performance evaluation increases job satisfaction of employee of Relief Foundation 

in Western Azerbaijan. 

H1: performance evaluation increases job satisfaction of employee of Relief Foundation in Western 

Azerbaijan. 

H0: performance evaluation does not increase job satisfaction of employee of Relief Foundation in Western 

Azerbaijan. 

 
Table 2: Pearson r test for determining the correlationPerformance evaluation with employees’job satisfaction 

  Performance Evaluation Job Satisfaction 

Performance Evaluation Pearson correlation  1 0.404 

two-tailed significance level  0.000 

Number 198 198 

Job Satisfaction Pearson correlation  0.404 1 

two-tailed significance level 0.000  

Number 198 198 

 

As it can be seen in Table 2, the correlation coefficient between job satisfaction and employees’ 

performance evaluation is equal to 0.404 in a two-tailed significance level.Level of significance of Pearson r test 

is equal to0.000, which is smaller thanminimum level of significance (0.05). Therefore, it can be stated with 

95% confidence that there is a positive relationship between employees’ job satisfaction and performance 

evaluation. Since the correlation coefficient between these two variables is positive, it can be conclude that 

performance evaluation increases employees’ job satisfaction. Therefore,H1 is confirmedand H0 is rejected. 

Secondary Hypothesis 1: Performance evaluation increases satisfaction from payments. 

H1: Performance evaluation increases satisfaction from payments. 

H0: Performance evaluation does not increase satisfaction from payments. 

 
Table 3: Pearson r test for determining the correlation Performance evaluation with satisfaction from payments 

  Performance Evaluation Satisfaction from Payments 

Performance Evaluation Pearson correlation  1 0.145 

two-tailed significance level  0.042 

Number 198 198 

Satisfaction from Payments Pearson correlation  0.145 1 

two-tailed significance level 0.042  

Number 198 198 

 

As it can be seen in Table 3, the correlation coefficient between job satisfaction and satisfaction from 

payments is equal to 0.145 in a two-tailed significance level. Level of significance of Pearson r test is equal to 

0.042, which is smaller than minimum level of significance (0.05). In addition, the obtained correlation 

coefficient is positive. Therefore, it can be stated with 95% confidence that performance evaluation increases 

satisfaction from payments. Therefore, H1 is confirmed and H0 is rejected. 
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Secondary Hypothesis 2: Performance evaluation increases satisfaction from job content. 

H1: Performance evaluation increases satisfaction from job content. 

H0: Performance evaluation does not increase satisfaction from job content. 

 
Table 4:Pearson r test for determining correlationPerformance evaluation withsatisfaction from job content 

  Performance Evaluation Satisfaction from Job Content 

Performance Evaluation Pearson correlation  1 0.289 

two-tailed significance level  0.000 

Number 198 198 

Satisfaction from Job Content Pearson correlation  0.289  

two-tailed significance level 0.000  

Number 198 198 

 

As it can be seen in Table 4, the correlation coefficient between job satisfaction and satisfaction from job 

content is equal to 0.289 in a two-tailed significance level. Level of significance of Pearson r test is equal to 

0.000, which is smaller than minimum level of significance (0.05). According to correlation coefficient between 

these two variables (0,289), it can be concluded that performance evaluation increases satisfaction from job 

content. Therefore, H1 is confirmed and H0 is rejected. 

Secondary Hypothesis 3: Performance evaluation increases satisfaction from promotion. 

H1: Performance evaluation increases satisfaction from promotion. 

H0: Performance evaluation does not increase satisfaction from promotion. 

 
Table 5:Pearson r test for determining the correlationPerformance Evaluation with satisfaction from promotion 

  performance evaluation Satisfaction from Promotion 

Performance Evaluation Pearson correlation  1 0.388 

two-tailed significance level  0.000 

Number 198 198 

Satisfaction from Promotion Pearson correlation  0.388 1 

two-tailed significance level 0.000  

Number 198 198 

 

As it can be seen in Table 5, the correlation coefficient between performance evaluation and satisfaction 

from promotion is equal to 0.388 in a two-tailed significance level. Level of significance of Pearson r test is 

equal to 0.000, which is smaller than minimum level of significance (0.05). Therefore, it can be concluded with 

95% level of confidence that performance evaluation increases satisfaction from promotion. Therefore, H1 is 

confirmed and H0 is rejected. 

SecondaryHypothesis 4: Performance evaluating increases satisfaction from the superior. 

H1: Performance evaluating increases satisfaction from the superior. 

H0: Performance evaluating does not increase satisfaction from the superior. 

 
Table 6:Pearson r test for determining correlation Performance evaluation with satisfaction from the superior 

  Performance Evaluation Satisfaction from the Superior 

Performance Evaluation Pearson correlation  1 0.317 

two-tailed significance level  0.000 

Number 198 198 

Satisfaction from the Superior Pearson correlation  0.317 1 

two-tailed significance level 0.000  

Number 198 198 

 

As it can be seen in Table 6, the correlation coefficient between performance evaluation and satisfaction 

from the superior is equal to 0.317 in a two-tailed significance level. Level of significance of Pearson r test is 

equal to 0.000, which is smaller than minimum level of significance (0.05). Therefore, it can be concluded with 

95% level of confidence that performance evaluation increases satisfaction from the superior. Therefore, H1 is 

confirmed and H0 is rejected. 

Secondary Hypothesis 5: Performance evaluation increases satisfaction from coworkers among employees 

of Relief Foundation in Western Azerbaijan. 

H1: Performance evaluation increases satisfaction from coworkers. 

H0: Performance evaluation does not increase satisfaction from coworkers. 
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Table 7: Pearson r test for determining correlation Performance evaluation with satisfaction from coworkers 

  Performance Evaluation Satisfaction from Coworkers 

Performance Evaluation Pearson correlation  1 0.286 

two-tailed significance level  0.000 

Number 198 198 

Satisfaction from Coworkers Pearson correlation  0.286 1 

two-tailed significance level 0.000  

Number 198 198 

 

As it can be seen in Table 6, the correlation coefficient between performance evaluation and satisfaction 

from coworkers is equal to positive value of 0.286 in a two-tailed significance level. Level of significance of 

Pearson r test is equal to 0.000, which is smaller than minimum level of significance (0.05). Therefore, it can be 

concluded with 95% level of confidence that performance evaluation increases satisfaction from coworkers. 

Therefore, H1 is confirmed and H0 is rejected. 

 

Conclusions: 

According to the means obtained from the five factors affecting job satisfaction, the mean of payments is 

equal to 2.57 while the mean of promotional opportunities is equal to 2.73, mean of coworkers is equal to 2.78, 

mean of job content is equal to 3.12, and mean of supervisor is equal to 3.31. Therefore, it can be concluded that 

payment factor has the lowest mean while the supervisor factor has the highest mean among factors affecting 

job satisfaction. 

By examining the effect of performance evaluation on each one of factors affecting job satisfaction by 

testing the secondary hypotheses and calculating the correlation coefficients, it can be concluded that 

performance evaluation increases each one of the five factors affecting job satisfaction (payment, job content, 

promotional opportunities, coworkers and supervisor). Thus, the research main hypothesis is confirmed, which 

expresses that performance evaluation increases employees’ job satisfaction in Relief Foundation in Western 

Azerbaijan. 
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