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Abstract

Employee satisfaction remains a central theme in management, with substantial evidence
linking it to organizational performance. This study examines the nature and strength of
that relationship and investigates whether its magnitude varies across different perfor-
mance indicators. Using existing data from 23 organizations where organization culture
was assessed through the Denison Organizational Culture Survey (DOCS) between 2015
and 2022, the study analyzes 1532 employee responses. Organizational performance was
evaluated across five dimensions: growth, profitability, quality of products and services,
employee satisfaction, customer satisfaction, and overall performance. Bivariate regression
analyses reveal positive and statistically significant relationships between employee satis-
faction and all other performance indicators. The strongest associations were observed for
overall performance and customer satisfaction, while moderate relationships emerged for
profitability, growth, and quality of products and services. Employee satisfaction accounted
for approximately 36% of the variance in overall performance. The findings support the
view that employee satisfaction functions both as a driver and as an outcome of organiza-
tional performance. They further indicate that the strength of this relationship is greater for
human-centered outcomes than for financial indicators. Practically, the results underscore
the importance of cultivating intrinsic motivation, trust, and employee participation to
enhance both satisfaction and perceived performance. Future research should investigate
the causal direction between employee satisfaction and customer satisfaction and explore
how organizational culture moderates this relationship across different sectors.

Keywords: employee satisfaction; job satisfaction; performance; customer satisfaction;
organizational culture

1. Introduction

This paper examines the relationship between employee satisfaction and organi-
zational performance. Employee satisfaction has long been a core concern in human
resource management and is influenced by a variety of intrinsic and extrinsic factors.
Extrinsic factors relate to the work environment, compensation, and interpersonal rela-
tionships, while intrinsic factors involve employees’ internal experiences of their work—
such as autonomy, meaning, challenge, and opportunities for professional development
(Armstrong & Taylor, 2023).

Scholars continue to debate whether employee satisfaction directly affects performance
or whether the relationship operates indirectly, for instance, through service orientation or
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engagement (Lytle & Timmerman, 2006; Susskind et al., 2018). Furthermore, performance
has been differently defined. On one hand performance has been defined as human-
centered indicators (e.g., customer satisfaction) and on the other hand as financial outcomes
(e.g., profitability and growth) (Phan et al., 2021). Although job satisfaction has more
often been related to human-centered outcomes (Panda et al., 2024), it has also been found
related to financial outcomes and often indirectly (Kessler et al., 2020; Mittal et al., 2023).
Evidence suggests that employee satisfaction can both enhance performance and arise from
it, forming a reinforcing cycle that benefits employees and organizations alike (Cho & Choi,
2021; Saari & Judge, 2004).

Despite extensive research, questions remain regarding the relative strength of em-
ployee satisfaction across different dimensions and attributes of performance, particularly
between human-centered indicators and financial outcomes. To address these questions,
this study explores two research objectives:

1.  To what extent does employee satisfaction explain the variability of aggregated orga-
nizational performance outcomes?

2. To what extent does the strength of this relationship differ across specific organiza-
tional performance indicators?

The study employs existing data from 23 organizations that used the Denison Organi-
zational Culture Survey (DOCS) to assess workplace culture between 2015 and 2022. For
the present analysis, a subset of items focusing on employee satisfaction and organizational
performance was used. The DOCS framework is particularly suitable for this investigation
because it explicitly links behavioral dimensions of organizational culture with measur-
able performance outcomes (Denison, 2000; Denison et al., 1995; Denison & Mishra, 1995;
Denison & Spreitzer, 1991).

Participants were asked to assess their employee satisfaction and to compare various
performance indicators of their organization with that of others in the same or similar
industry. Performance indicators evaluated were sales growth, profitability, quality of
products and services, customer satisfaction, and overall performance. This data provides a
unique opportunity to examine how perceived job satisfaction corresponds with perceived
organizational success, collectively and individually.

This study contributes to literature in several ways. First, it integrates the employee
satisfaction—performance relationship within the context of organizational culture, an area
often treated separately in previous research. Second, it differentiates between human-
centered and financial performance indicators, thereby extending understanding of where
the relationship is most pronounced. Finally, by drawing on a diverse dataset of organiza-
tions across sectors, it offers evidence that enhances the external validity of prior findings
based on single-industry samples.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews the theoretical foundations of
job satisfaction and its connection to organizational performance. Section 3 describes the
research design, data collection procedures, and analytical methods. Section 4 presents
empirical results, followed by Section 5, which discusses the findings in relation to prior
research, outlines managerial implications, and identifies directions for future study.

2. Theoretical Framework

This section reviews key theoretical and empirical work on job satisfaction and its
relationship with organizational performance. It begins by defining the concept of job
satisfaction and outlining its principal determinants, before turning to research on how
satisfaction relates to performance outcomes across organizational contexts.
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2.1. Employee Satisfaction

Employee satisfaction and job satisfaction have been extensively researched, and
although some scholars distinguish between the two, we treat them as parallel concepts
in this article. Because the measurement instrument used in our analyses employs the
term employee satisfaction, we adopt this terminology throughout our figures and models,
while conceptually treating it as equivalent to job satisfaction.

Job satisfaction has long been a central construct in human resource management
and organizational psychology. It refers to the degree to which employees experience
positive evaluations of their jobs and work environments (Spector, 1997). Organizations
continually seek to foster conditions that enhance satisfaction, given their demonstrated
links to motivation, commitment, and performance (Armstrong & Taylor, 2023; Das, 2024).

Multiple definitions of job satisfaction have been proposed (Brief & Weiss, 2002;
Hoppock, 1935; Judge & Klinger, 2008; Locke, 1976; Spector, 1997, 2021; Weiss, 2002). Most
view satisfaction as a pleasurable emotional state resulting from an employee’s appraisal of
their job or job experiences (Locke, 1976; Das, 2024; Hasan et al., 2024). It thus reflects the
interplay between psychological dispositions and environmental factors. In practical terms,
satisfaction encompasses employees’ effective and cognitive evaluations of work attributes
such as relationships with colleagues, compensation, supervision, and working conditions.

Job satisfaction is multifaceted and dynamic: It varies across individuals and situations
and can change over time as expectations shift (Wilson et al., 2021). It also has both
individual and organizational implications. On the individual level, satisfaction influences
well-being and work attitudes; at the organizational level, it affects productivity, retention,
and overall performance (Spector, 2021).

The origins of the modern satisfaction-performance debate can be traced to the Human
Relations Movement and the Hawthorne studies, which suggested that improved social
conditions and morale increase productivity (Mayo, 2003). Since then, numerous frame-
works have sought to explain how specific job features drive satisfaction and performance
(Hasan et al., 2024).

One of the most influential models is the Job Characteristics Model (Hackman &
Oldham, 1980), which posits that intrinsic aspects of work—skill variety, task identity,
task significance, autonomy, and feedback—trigger three critical psychological states:
(1) experienced meaningfulness, (2) responsibility for outcomes, and (3) knowledge of
results. These, in turn, enhance intrinsic motivation, satisfaction, and performance. The
model predicts that employees who perceive their work as meaningful and have autonomy
and feedback are more motivated and productive, with lower absenteeism and turnover.

Later research extended this framework to incorporate social and contextual influ-
ences. Morgeson and Humphrey (2006) demonstrated that coworker support, supervisory
quality, and social interaction significantly influence satisfaction and performance through
psychological mechanisms such as engagement and perceived meaning. Similarly, Van
Wingerden et al. (2017) confirmed that autonomy and meaningful work enhance satisfac-
tion and performance partly by increasing work engagement. Collectively, these findings
reaffirm the enduring relevance of intrinsic motivation in explaining job satisfaction.

2.2. Employree Satisfaction and Organizational Performance

A substantial body of evidence supports a positive relationship between job satisfac-
tion and organizational performance (Altamimi, 2019; Harter et al., 2002; Huselid, 1995).
Early meta-analyses (Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Fournet et al., 1966) showed that satisfied
employees tend to exert greater effort and display higher productivity. Subsequent research,
while occasionally reporting modest correlations, consistently finds that satisfaction is more
often a cause than a consequence of performance (Bakoti¢, 2016).
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Still, the relationship is complex and can be influenced by contextual and psychological
factors. Vroom’s (1964) Expectancy Theory explains that performance depends on the
alignment of effort, rewards, and individual expectations. Recent studies (Shdaifat et al.,
2023) highlight that transparent reward systems and trust in management strengthen this
link by motivating employees to invest greater effort.

Meta-analytic reviews further illuminate the dynamic nature of the relationship.
Judge et al. (2001) reported an average correlation of r = 0.20 between job satisfaction
and performance across 312 studies, while Spector (2021) suggested that satisfaction can
act as both an antecedent and a consequence of performance through mechanisms such
as recognition and rewards. This dual perspective reflects a self-reinforcing process in
which satisfaction promotes performance, which then enhances satisfaction.

At the organizational level, satisfaction has been linked to lower absenteeism, higher
commitment, and reduced turnover (Spector, 2021). Empirical studies across industries
confirm that satisfied employees contribute to superior performance indicators, including
profitability, efficiency, and customer satisfaction (Cemil, 2018; Ismail et al., 2021; Pang
& Lu, 2018). For example, Chi and Gursoy (2009) found that job satisfaction indirectly
influences financial performance via customer satisfaction, while Noercahyo et al. (2021)
showed that engagement and learning mediate similar effects in the pharmaceutical sector.

Despite strong evidence for a positive relationship, researchers note that the magnitude
of the effect varies with the performance dimension measured. Financial indicators such
as growth or profitability often show weaker associations than human-centered outcomes
like service quality or customer satisfaction (Dhiman & Arora, 2022; Miah, 2018). This
distinction underscores the value of adopting a holistic perspective on organizational
performance, encompassing both quantitative financial measures and qualitative indicators
of employee and customer experience.

Performance assessments that rely solely on financial metrics may therefore underesti-
mate the real drivers of organizational success. Balanced approaches that integrate human
and financial outcomes—Ilinking satisfaction, engagement, and customer orientation—
provide a more accurate view of sustainable performance (Pavlov & Bourne, 2011). When
employees perceive fairness, trust, and influence over their work environment, their com-
mitment and long-term performance are enhanced (Dhiman & Arora, 2022). In summary,
the literature converges on several key insights: (1) job satisfaction and organizational
performance are positively related, though the strength of this relationship depends on
contextual factors; (2) intrinsic motivation and meaningful work play pivotal roles in
sustaining satisfaction and performance; and (3) a balanced, multi-dimensional view of
performance—integrating financial and human outcomes—best captures the interplay
between employee attitudes and organizational success.

3. Materials and Methods

This section outlines the study’s design, data collection procedures, and analytical
approach used to examine the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational
performance.

3.1. Research Design and Data Collection

The study assumes that variations in organizational performance, collectively and
individually, can be partially explained by job satisfaction. It draws on existing data
collected through the Denison Organizational Culture Survey (DOCS), which measures
organizational culture and its connection to performance outcomes (Denison & Mishra,
1995). In each participating organization, respondents were asked to evaluate how well
their organization performed relative to comparable organizations within the same industry.
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satisfaction

For this research only six questions from the instrument were used. One that assessed
job satisfaction, and five that each represented a performance indicator. In all instances, a
five-point interval scale was used.

The hypothesized model, illustrating the expected positive relationship between
job satisfaction and organizational performance, is presented in Figure 1. To investigate
whether it would be appropriate to combine the performance variables into a single factor
(aggregated performance score), principal component analysis (PCA) was used.

Growth

Profitability

-~ Aggregated
,’ performance

,| Quality of product
! and services

Customer
satisfaction

Overall
performance

Figure 1. A hypothesized model of the relationship between employee satisfaction and performance.

As shown in the figure, the hypothetical model comprises two models, each aligned
with one research question. The former addresses the first questions that investigates
the connection between job satisfaction and aggregated performance score. The latter
goes beyond the aggregate score and determines the relationship strength towards each
performance indicator.

Data collection was conducted either by the authors or by graduate students under
their supervision as part of ongoing culture assessment and consultancy projects. The
participants from each organization were individuals (employees and managers) who in
their daily work influence, formulate, and/or implement strategy.

For the purposes of this study, data from 23 organizations were included, representing
a range of industries and sectors. The inclusion criteria were recent data, organizations
that have endured good market performance, even won awards, and diverse range of
sectors. To ensure data quality surveys conducted between 2015 and 2022 were selected.
Earlier data were excluded since the raw datasets were unavailable. More recent data was
excluded since changes have been made to the DOCS instrument since then, that made
comparability difficult (Nieminen et al., 2022).

After cleaning the data, removing incomplete responses or cases with insufficient
answers to key variables, 1532 valid responses remained for analysis. The number of
responses per organization varied considerably, from 12 to 302. To avoid bias due to
unequal sample sizes, analyses were conducted using the organizational mean scores for
each variable, thereby ensuring that each organization contributed equally to the overall
model. To ensure anonymity of participants and organizations, data is only reported on
aggregate per organization and organizations given numbered identities.

Descriptive statistics for all performance indicators are summarized in Table 1. The
variation in means across organizations likely reflects differences in sectoral context, size,
and organizational maturity, factors that lie beyond the scope of the current analysis.
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Table 1. Number of responses by organization and descriptive statistics for performance factors.

Org N Gr* SD Pr® SD Q° SD E¢ SD Cs¢ SD oOpf SD
1 112 38 088 402 095 79 078 391 110 419 085 422 092
2 27 465 063 426 081 411 093 393 114 411 070 426 076
3 35 416 108 407 098 428 085 387 090 384 08 403 076
4 44 467 072 447 077 438 082 407 092 440 083 448 0.68
5 302 419 084 446 074 416 083 385 0.8 399 076 430 073
6 81 382 1.04 403 098 423 091 38 108 38 097 391 086
7 118 415 078 380 084 444 071 392 087 395 074 414 073
8 30 369 105 350 110 434 067 38 100 400 076 393 077
9 113 471 062 464 059 477 048 476 054 475 049 483 039
10 16 407 092 391 070 419 091 369 108 400 100 393 1.07
11 12 280 103 278 097 392 099 280 155 409 083 292 138
12 82 311 087 343 08 397 087 376 084 350 074 390 0.9
13 24 411 102 379 103 452 073 358 088 433 064 413 074
14 20 389 105 432 08 38 08 315 114 380 070 405 083
15 61 425 058 384 08 432 080 393 081 407 076 413 072
16 28 444 058 412 086 457 063 333 118 454 065 423 065
17 110 421 087 376 100 413 083 361 106 397 081 382 089
18 21 455 061 484 037 381 093 350 1.05 380 077 424 070
19 8 354 107 324 113 410 094 350 010 390 074 360 0.9
20 15 314 053 364 074 380 068 367 072 413 052 373 070
21 77 435 075 476 067 434 077 419 091 401 072 459 057
22 55 381 100 324 095 331 110 309 111 321 091 344 095
23 63 417 116 38 125 430 096 321 150 436 087 418 097

Overall 1532 410 094 407 098 425 08 382 1.03 404 083 414 084

2 Growth, P Profitability, ¢ Quality of product and services, ¢ Employee satisfaction, ¢ Customer satisfaction,
f Overall organizational performance.

As can be seen in Table 1, the number of responses varies considerably across or-
ganizations, and so do respondents’ assessments of organizational performance. These
differences may be attributable to a range of factors, such as organizational size, whether
the organization operates on a for-profit or non-profit basis, and the age of the data. Since
these factors lie beyond the scope of the present study, they are not discussed further here.

3.2. Measures

The DOCS instrument includes a set of items evaluating perceived organizational per-
formance, covering the following dimensions: (1) sales growth, (2) profitability, (3) quality
of product and services, (4) employee satisfaction, (5) customer satisfaction, and (6) overall
performance score. In this study, as can be seen in Figure 1, employee satisfaction is the in-
dependent variable while other performance variables are defined as dependent variables.

3.3. Analytical Procedures

To assess the relationship between employee satisfaction and organizational per-
formance, bivariate linear regression analyses were conducted. employee satisfaction
served as the independent variable, while each of the five performance indicators—as
well as their aggregate mean—served as dependent variables. Two metrics were used to
interpret the results:

e Coefficient of determination (R?): indicating the proportion of variance in performance
explained by employee satisfaction.

e Standardized beta coefficient (§): representing the strength and direction of the
association.
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Following Cohen’s (1988) guidelines, correlations were categorized as small (r ~ 0.10),
moderate (r ~ 0.30), or strong (r > 0.50).

4. Results

The first research question asked whether a relationship exists between employee
satisfaction and organizational performance. The second examined whether the strength of
this relationship differs across specific performance dimensions.

Table 2 presents descriptive statistics for employee satisfaction, the average perfor-
mance score, and each performance indicator. On average, respondents rated their organi-
zations’ performance above the midpoint of the scale, with particularly high evaluations
for the quality of products and services. Employee satisfaction (M = 3.82, SD = 1.03) was
slightly lower than the overall performance mean (M =4.11, SD = 0.70).

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for independent and dependent variables.

Factor N Average SD 95% CI
Independent variable
Employee satisfaction 1490 3.82 1.03 3.77 3.87
Calculated variable
Aggregated performance score @ 1532 4.11 0.7 4.07 414
Dependent variables
Growth 1318 4.10 0.94 4.05 4.15
Profitability 1265 4.07 0.98 4.01 412
Quality of product and service 1486 4.25 0.86 4.20 4.29
Customer satisfaction 1467 4.04 0.83 4.00 4.08
Overall performance 1485 414 0.84 4.10 419

2 Is the average score of all dependent variables.

As shown, employee satisfaction received a lower mean score than aggregate perfor-
mance score, while respondents rated quality of products and services the highest, followed
by overall performance dimension. Organizational performance seems to be positively
valued by respondents.

4.1. Correlations Among Performance Variables

As shown in Table 3, all performance indicators are significantly correlated, with
coefficients ranging between 0.30 and 0.70.

Table 3. Correlation between performance factors.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Sales growth (1) 1
Profitability (2) 0.57 1
Quality (3) 0.38 0.33 1
Employee satisfaction (4) 0.35 0.36 0.46 1
Customer satisfaction (5) 0.41 0.33 0.55 0.56 1

Overall performance score (6) 0.50 0.53 0.56 0.60 0.59 1

Note: Correlation is in all cases significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The results show that all correlations are statistically significant and exceed 0.3, which
is desirable, while none are higher than 0.7, which is also preferable (Pallant, 2020).

To examine the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational performance, a
linear regression analysis was conducted in which job satisfaction served as the independent
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variable, for the dependent variables on one hand the aggregate performance score and
individual performance attributes on the other (see Figure 1, the hypothesized model).

To assess the strength of these relationships, two measures were used: the coefficient of
determination (R?), indicating the proportion of variance explained, and the standardized
beta coefficient (8), which also reflects the relative importance of individual predictors.

4.2. Regression Analyses

A series of simple linear regression models were estimated to determine the extent to
which job satisfaction predicts organizational performance. Principle component analysis
(PCA) yielded a single-factor solution for the five performance indicators explaining 58% of
the variance in the data. The KMO value (0.792) and Bartlett’s test (p < 0.001 confirmed the
adequacy of the data for factor analysis (Kaiser, 1974; Bartlett, 1954). Overall performance
indicators loaded strongly on the factor (>0.70), supporting a unidimensional organizational
performance construct (Pallant, 2020). Visual inspection of the scatterplot and residuals
indicated an approximately liner relationship between ZRESID (Y) and ZPRED (X) sup-
porting the assumption of linearity. Examination of outliers also showed that in all cases
the standardized residual was within the reference range (—3.3 to 3.3) which also supports
the assumption of linearity (Tabachnick et al., 2019). Results for aggregated performance
scores and the five individual performance scores are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4. Key values from the regression analysis.

Dependent Variables Independent Variable R? p B B
Aggregated performance score Employee satisfaction 0.36 <0.001 0.40 0.60
Growth Employee satisfaction 0.12 <0.001 0.32 0.35
Profitability Employee satisfaction 0.13 <0.001 0.35 0.36
Quality of product and services Employee satisfaction 0.21 <0.001 0.38 0.46
Customer satisfaction Employee satisfaction 0.31 <0.001 0.44 0.56
Overall performance Employee satisfaction 0.36 <0.001 0.49 0.60

Employee

satisfaction
m=3.82
sd =1.03

Note: R? is the explanatory ratio, B is the regression coefficient and 8 is standardized B.

As shown in Table 4, all relationships are statistically significant (p < 0.001), although
the coefficient of determination (R?) varies across the models. The explanatory power is
notably highest for customer satisfaction and overall performance, and lowest for growth
and profitability. These results are illustrated in greater detail in Figure 2.

Growth

Profitability

R2=0.36 p .
B=0.60 / performance score

> = m=4.11
\
AY

! _| Quality of product

and services

Customer
satisfaction

Overall
performance

Figure 2. The relationship between employee satisfaction and performance.
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m=3.82
5d =1.03

Employee
satisfaction

As illustrated in Figure 2, employee satisfaction (M = 3.82, SD = 1.03) explains 36%
of the variance in aggregated performance (M = 4.11, SD = 0.70), calculated as the mean
of the five performance dimensions. It should be noted that the mean is based on those
performance variables for which respondents provided ratings, and as shown in Table 2,
the number of responses varies somewhat across dimensions.

When examining the individual performance indicators, employee satisfaction ac-
counts for different proportions of the variance—ranging from 12% for growth, where the
explanatory power is lowest, to 36% for overall performance, where it is highest. Similarly,
the strength of the relationships, measured by the standardized beta coefficient (B), also
varies by performance dimension: 8 = 0.35 for growth (lowest), B = 0.56 for customer
satisfaction, and p = 0.60 for overall performance (highest).

Given that (3 effectively represents the correlation between the independent and depen-
dent variables, the results can be interpreted using Cohen’s (1988) guidelines. Accordingly,
the correlations are moderate (r = 0.30-0.49) or strong (r = 0.50-1.0) in all cases. The model il-
lustrates the strongest relationship between employee satisfaction and overall performance,
as presented in Figure 3.

0.64

Overall

performance
m=4.14
Sd=0.84

R?=0.36
B=0.60

r=0.59

R?=0.31
B=0.56

Customer

satisfaction
m=4.04
5f=0.83

Figure 3. The relationship of employee satisfaction with overall performance and customer
satisfaction.

As illustrated on the figure, employee satisfaction explains 36% (R? = 0.36) of the
variance in overall performance and 31% (R? = 0.31) of the variance in customer satisfaction.
This indicates that a substantial proportion of the variability in these two dimensions
is explained by factors other than employee satisfaction, that is outside of the scope of
this research. The results collectively support the proposition that employee satisfaction
exerts a broad and positive influence on perceived organizational performance, though
the magnitude of this effect depends on the nature of the performance measure. The
relationship is strongest for subjective, human-centered outcomes—such as customer
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satisfaction and perceived overall effectiveness—and comparatively weaker for objective
financial indicators like profitability and growth.

5. Discussion

This section situates the study’s findings within the theoretical framework concerning
the relationship between job satisfaction and organizational performance. The aim is
to elucidate how the results support or diverge from previous research and to consider
the theoretical and practical implications that may be drawn from them. The article
addresses two research questions. The first concerns the strength of the relationship
between employee satisfaction and aggregate organizational performance, measured as
the average of five performance dimensions. The second question explores the strength
of the relationship between employee satisfaction and each of the individual performance
indicators. The hypothesized model underlying the study is presented in Figure 1.

The results indicate that employee satisfaction explains 36% (R? = 0.36) of the variance
in the average score across the five performance dimensions: growth, profitability, quality
of products and services, customer satisfaction, and overall performance. According to
Cohen’s (1988) criteria (r > 0.49), this represents a strong relationship (R% = 0.36; B =0.60).
This provides compelling evidence that employee satisfaction can have a substantial and
positive effect on organizational performance.

The findings align with prior research emphasizing that satisfied employees tend
to display higher engagement, better service orientation, and stronger alignment with
organizational goals (Chi & Gursoy, 2009; Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Pang & Lu, 2018).
They also reinforce the theoretical proposition that employee satisfaction operates both as a
cause and an outcome of performance (Bakoti¢, 2016, Spector, 2021). However, this would
need to be investigated further in the future.

Addressing the second question, that examines the relationship between employee
satisfaction and the individual performance dimensions, the strength of the associations
varies. Although in all cases they exceed the threshold for what Cohen (1988) defines as
a moderate correlation (r > 0.30). The relationships are strong for overall performance
(R? = 0.36; B = 0.60) and customer satisfaction (R? = 0.31; 8 = 0.56). The association with
quality of products and services is close to strong (R? = 0.21; 8 = 0.46), while the relationships
with profitability (R? = 0.13; 8 = 0.36) and growth (R? = 0.12; 8 = 0.35) are moderate.

These findings are in line with Dhiman and Arora (2022), claiming that employee
satisfaction is stronger associated with human centered performance indicators, than
financial ones. The results of the present study show a strong positive relationship between
employee satisfaction and customer satisfaction (r = 0.56), which is consistent with the
conclusions of Chi and Gursoy (2009). Furthermore, their study revealed that employee
satisfaction has an indirect effect on financial outcomes through customer satisfaction.
The interaction between employee and customer satisfaction therefore plays a critical role
and warrants managerial attention. The findings also align with those of Bakoti¢ (2016),
who reported that the relationship between employee satisfaction and performance was
considerably stronger than the reverse relationship, leading to the conclusion that job
satisfaction is more likely to influence performance than vice versa.

Although employee satisfaction varies in its strength of association with different
performance indicators, this distinction highlights the importance of adopting a holistic
perspective on organizational performance—one that integrates both quantitative financial
measures and qualitative indicators of employee and customer experience.
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5.1. Theoretical Implications

This study advances literature in several important ways. First, it situates the employee
satisfaction—performance relationship within the broader context of organizational culture,
a connection that prior research has typically examined in isolation. Second, it distinguishes
between human-centered and financial performance indicators, thereby offering clearer
insight into the domains where the relationship is most pronounced. Finally, by drawing
on a diverse sample of organizations from multiple sectors, the study provides evidence
that strengthens the external validity of earlier findings that relied on single-industry data.

From a theoretical standpoint, this study extends existing models of the satisfaction—
performance relationship by demonstrating that its strength is contingent on the nature
of the performance indicator. Consistent with Herzberg’s (1966) two-factor theory and
Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) Job Characteristics Model, the results underscore the role of
intrinsic motivations such as meaningful work, autonomy, and recognition—in promoting
both individual satisfaction and collective performance.

The findings also support the reciprocal model proposed by Saari and Judge (2004),
in which employee satisfaction both influences and is influenced by performance. The
stronger correlations observed regarding customer satisfaction and overall performance
may reflect this bidirectional dynamic, suggesting that employees’ affective experiences
at work translate into better customer interactions, which in turn reinforce satisfaction
and commitment.

Furthermore, the results align with contemporary perspectives in sustainable human
resource management, which posit that trust, empowerment, and participatory decision-
making form the foundation of high-performing and psychologically healthy workplaces
(Cho & Choi, 2021). By situating job satisfaction within a culture-performance framework,
this study also bridges two streams of research—organizational culture and employee
attitudes—that have often evolved separately.

5.2. Practical Implications

For practitioners, the findings highlight several actionable insights. First, enhanc-
ing intrinsic motivators—including meaningful work, autonomy, and opportunities for
development—appears central to improving not only employee satisfaction but also per-
ceived organizational performance. Second, trust-based leadership and employee involve-
ment in decision-making processes can amplify satisfaction and strengthen organizational
identification, thereby improving outcomes across both human and financial domains.

Managers should also note the particularly strong association between employee satis-
faction and customer satisfaction. This link underscores the importance of internal service
quality: satisfied employees are more likely to engage positively with customers, fostering
loyalty and better organizational reputation. Investing in supportive work climates, recog-
nition systems, and fair performance evaluations can thus yield both psychological and
economic returns.

5.3. Limitations

While the study makes important contributions, several limitations should be acknowl-
edged. First, it relies on single item measure, cross-sectional, self-reported data, which
limits causal inference. While the observed relationships are strong, they cannot establish
directionality between job satisfaction and performance. Second, the dataset draws on
pre-existing surveys conducted for organizational culture assessments, which may not
capture all facets of job satisfaction or contextual variables such as leadership style or
psychological safety.
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Third, the sample includes a larger proportion of private-sector organizations, and only
a few large public-sector institutions. This imbalance could influence the generalizability
of the results, as satisfaction-performance dynamics may differ across sectors with varying
motivational structures and accountability systems. Finally, the reliance on perceived rather
than objective performance indicators may introduce response bias, although perceptions
themselves are often strong predictors of actual outcomes.

5.4. Future Research Directions

Future research should explore the causal directionality between employee satisfaction
and customer satisfaction, whether employee satisfaction drives customer outcomes, or
whether satisfied customers enhance employees’ sense of meaning and pride. Experimental
or longitudinal designs could help clarify this dynamic.

Moreover, researchers should examine the moderating role of organizational culture, as
the strength of the satisfaction—performance relationship may vary depending on whether
the culture emphasizes innovation, stability, or participation. Including objective perfor-
mance data, such as profitability or turnover rates, alongside perceptual measures could
also enhance the robustness of future analyses. Finally, comparative studies across public
and private sectors, across national contexts, or specific sector in comparison, could yield
deeper insights into how institutional and cultural environments shape these relationships.

5.5. Conclusions

Overall, the findings demonstrate that job satisfaction is a central antecedent of per-
ceived organizational performance, exerting particularly pronounced effects on customer
satisfaction and overall outcomes. By situating the satisfaction-performance relationship
within the broader domain of organizational culture and distinguishing between human-
centered and financial performance metrics, the study clarifies the specific conditions
under which this relationship is most salient. Moreover, the incorporation of a multi-sector
dataset enhances the external validity of earlier single industry evidence, indicating that
organizations with satisfied employees consistently achieve superior performance through
strengthened service quality, improved customer experiences, and greater productivity.
Practically, the findings suggest that cultivating an organizational culture that fosters
intrinsic motivation, mutual trust, and meaningful employee involvement can generate
substantive improvements in both job satisfaction and organizational performance. Theo-
retically, the results reaffirm that employee satisfaction functions simultaneously as a driver
and an indicator of organizational effectiveness, an essential component of sustainable
performance in contemporary and increasingly dynamic work environments.
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