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Abstract: The human aspect in the present context has racgunmense importance. The need
based motivational theories relate need and psgglual gratification to motivation and job
satisfaction; they consider performance as the resdlt. However, Lawler and Porter postulate
reversely that job performance leads to job sati&fa. The study focuses on testing the degree and
direction of the relationship between Performanod dob Satisfaction with intervening variables
such as job relations, commitment, role conflieiiue system, motivation and organizational climate
and with socio-economic variables. The study isdaated on 928 employees drawn from 13 public
sector and 5 private sector organizations usinglsimandom sampling and males as the matching
sample in the State of Andhra Pradesh, India. évident from the study that the performance level
of the employees is significantly lesser than tfabrsatisfaction level. The analysis leads toesthat

all those performing well are satisfied and allshcsatisfied do not perform well indicating that
performance leads to job satisfaction, job satigfacdoes not lead necessarily to performance and
the relationship is intertwined. This empiricaldance supports the theory of Lawler and Porter and
sets direction for future studies at micro level.
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1. Introduction

Industrial societies are dynamic affected by fast eontinuous changes with the
advent of globalization and the new economic polidyese societies are treated as
‘global village' and industrial units have beems$farming into integrated learning
organizations like 'spider plants' with team bastedctures practicing total quality
management, flexibility and just- in- time technéguwvith continuous improvement
(Colenso, 2002). The performance is a buzzword taedentire organizational
system clusters around it with strategic integratis ‘the survival of the fittest and
be the best’ is the operating business principtectonpetitive advantage (Bratton
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and Gold, 1994). Consequently, the role changesrargnent in both the male and
female employees due to new technology and worlgdd&ratton, et. al., 1999).
It is proved that machines cannot replace peopkvéC1994). The continuous
improvement in organizational systems is attemptetiumans aiming at humans.
Thus the human aspect has become the most keyr fiactime organizational
systems to be cared as a glass case aiming at ymmeplomotivation, job
satisfaction, commitment and performance to ach@ganizational effectiveness
which is the multiplied effect of productivity arstbcial health of the organization
(Korman, 1977). It is said that work behavior igdga by motivation, will and
ability are the factors that interact to yield mation and motivation then interacts
with ability to yield high performance. The relatghip between motivation and
performance is explained diagrammatically figurenber 1.

Ability Ability

l Motivation l

T ’ Performance >
Will System

Figure 1. Relationship between Motivation and Perfomance

2. Literature Review

The motivational theories examined by Maslow (Masl@954) Herzberg (Pareek
Udai, 1974), Vroom (Vroom, 1964), Alderfer (Aswapipa, 2002) and Hackman
(Beck, 2003) relate need gratification to motivatand job satisfaction and they
consider performance as the end result. Howevevjdraand Porter (Beck, 2003)
postulate reversely that job performance leadslicatisfaction (Refer Figure 2).
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Figure 2. The Lawler and Porter Model

Some empirical studies by Dr Dennis Rose (2004)eiie Gonzalez-Roma, Lina
Fortes-Ferreira and Jose M. Peiro (2009) find ay vstrong link between
Organizational Climate and employee reactions sash performance , job
satisfaction, absenteeism commitment and participa Judge and others (2001)
and Sharon K. Parker (2007) find that employeetisfaation affects their job
performance. CelioAA Sousa,Willem F de Nijs, Paul Hendricks (2010)
examine performance systems in Universities ancladed role ambivalence as
the critical factor for Job Satisfaction influenoe Performance. The innovation
plays a mediator role in the linkage between clanalob Satisfaction and
Performance (King, De Chermont, West, Dawson & H&bB07). HRM policies
and practices induce cognitive responses with cpreseces on behavior and in
turn on performance outcomes viz. job satisfactffgarwal, Bose, Sundeeoa
2004). Some models have received more supportttteanthers and research has
not provided conclusive confirmation or discontitioia of any model.

Hence these theoretical postulates, which are olvex$, are re-examined arke
study focuses on testing the degree and directfoth® relationship between
Performance and Job Satisfaction with interveniagables such as job relations,
commitment, role conflict, value system, motivatamd organizational climate and
with socio-economic variables such as salary, gegeder, caste, education and job
experience. The study is presented in three sk8ps, Performance as dependent
variable and its interrelation with other intervegi variables, Second, Job
Satisfaction and its interrelation with other im@ming variables and Third,
interrelationships between Performance and Jolsf&etion.
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3. Methodology

As the main aim of our research study is the aialys'Behavioral dimensions of
Women at Work’ in comparison with the males, parfance and job satisfaction
form components and the manufacturing and serdctsis treated as the frames
of reference. All the women and men employees ef tmnufacturing sector
working in the state of Andhra Pradesh constithieuniverse. And some specific
groups such as software professionals, doctordesuhers are also included from
the service sector for the purpose of comparingtbéessions. The simple random
procedure was adopted for drawing the sample v@hesentation for both men
and women; further care has been taken to covdewls in the hierarchy. The
sample drawn from the above universe constitut8sed2ployees of which 570 are
the females and 358 are the males who belong tpub8c sector and 5 private
sector organizations. The analysis is done baseokemrentages, weighted means,
and multiple regressions.

The validity and reliability of the questionnaimepretested on a sample through a
pilot study on a sample of 100 and some standasstiounnaires are consulted
(Siha, Jai, 1990) were used in Likert 5 point scidemat. A questionnaire
construct with 31 items on Organizational Climabeitems on Commitment, 19
items on Job Satisfaction, 12 items on Perform&nitems on Role Conflict, and
19 items on Values is administered to collect fleeessary data. The questionnaire
is distributed to 1500 sample and the responseisatil.87 per cent which is
considered as reasonable.

Data collection at macro level, low employment efmgles in the private sector
and lack of authenticated data on female employraeaitthe limitations in this
study.

4. Data Analysis

The descriptive statistics show mean age of fem@e35.23 years) and males (x:
39.03) as significant. The mean age differencesofdles(x: 39.21) and males (x:
40.07) in the public sector is also significant.Hwer, the mean ages difference of
males(x: 30.48) and females(x: 29.35) in privatet@eis very low. The table 8
shows the level wise, gender wise and sector witgliition of the sample.

4.1 Performance

Organizations have been utilizing control mechasigm maintain and improve
performance since the inception of the industraiety. However, present day
trends show that managements shift from control r@ggh that involves
concentration only on work techniques to developmleapproach, a strategy
harnessing the potential of all the employees, i&t stwards streamlining of
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attitudes, values and beliefs leading to commitmant performance. The
performance of work task is treated as a relatipnbhtween means and ends as
shown below in figure 3. (Beck, 2003).

Means— Transformation Process ——p Ends

-Knowledge and Skills — > -Results

-Attitudes Applied to Tasks -Measurement
-Standards

Figure 3. Relationship between Means and Ends

As to how the employee has applied his aptitudeadtithdes to a task under the
influence of time and place, machinery, superigeegers, subordinates and
customers would affect the performance process tésilts in outcomes of
behavior and integration with organizational e#fiity and goals and its
assessment forms basis for further developmetitelemployee feels ease within
the transformation process it leads to developmedpstments and his career
progression.

In this study, performance level of the employeeassessed from their perception
towards their job knowledge, punctuality, and achieent of organizational
objectives, effectiveness in planning and achiet@ngets, decision-making power,
and discipline and inters dependability in work.

The data on job performance level (Table 1) indid&iat on average it is to an
extent of 3.14 (x). The female-male perceptioniEtknce towards performance is
marginal (females x: 3.13, males x: 3.16; t: 0.88ctor-wise information also
shows no variation between the males and the famblewever, the females of
the private sector perform better (x: 3.18) tham plblic sector females (x: 3.09)
and the difference is significant (t: 2.04). Pasitwise analysis indicates that only
in case of junior managers the difference is sigaift in between the public and
private sectors (public sector, x: 3.11; privatetee x: 3.26; t: 2.17).

When multiple regression is measured, performasagependent variable and the
organizational factors as independent variableds ievident that commitment

(t:2.145), job satisfaction (t:3.934), role cocfl{t:2.780), value system (t:3.232)
and motivation (:2.685) seem to have positive icbgn performance while job

relations (t:-1.821) and organizational climatd.436) have no significant impact
(Table 2). The power of equation is: 0.126.

The effect of socio-economic variables (Table 3)joh performance through
multiple regression model reveals that salary &3) has positive impact
confirming that higher salary level is associatethwigher performance and caste
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(t:-3.194) has negative impact implying that lovperformance is associated with
reserved caste groups. Other variables are foubd twt significant.

4.2 Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction is a set of favorable and unfaésleramotional feelings with which
an employee views his work and organization. Itethe}s on actual experience of
an employee at work and values or desires that@mplbrings to the work place.

Motivation and job satisfaction may be said as rintdated individual and

organizational constructs. While motivation is exgi@g effort to satisfy a goal,
job satisfaction refers to gratification of needaistate of contentment. Motivation
is treated as a drive to achieve job satisfactiamch is the outcome. It may be
said that motivation leads to job satisfaction.

Job satisfaction theoretically is referred to thi@wales of single employee and in
practice the research studies focus on the aggrdgalings of the employees to
measure their satisfaction. The aspects of jolsfsation are job content factors
such as pay and nature of job and job context facsoch as superior-peer-
subordinate relationships, human resource manageareh work climate. Job
satisfaction is a dynamic phenomenon that emergesfdhe employees’ reaction
to organizational processes and has spill-overcefia life satisfaction. It is also
expected that when employees grow older their I®fe|ob satisfaction may
decrease as promotions are less frequent and tbelglwe under the influence of
realities of retirement.

The empirical studies on job satisfaction indicdiat gender and overall work
satisfaction are unrelated (Mahopadhyay, S., 1980k and designation have
positive influence on job satisfaction while edimathas negative impact (Glenn,
N. et. al, April, 1977). Hammer (1978) reports that union nmbership is
associated with more job satisfaction.

In this study, the employee satisfaction in jobmisasured from the perception of
the employees towards job factors such as job eaamount of variety in work,
opportunities for using skills and abilities, oppmities for up-gradation of skills
and promotion, recognition for work, opportunitiefor participation,
responsibilities and authority in work, pay ,wolstyn , security in job ,evaluation
procedures, subordinate-peer-superior relationsiagement policies, facilities at
work, retirement benefits and etc.

The data on job satisfaction (Table 4) indicatet ttree employees have job
satisfaction to the extent of 3.54 (x) which is rade and higher than the
performance level. The difference is significan8@.54 at one per cent level). The
females express that they are slightly more satisfx: 3.56) than the males(x:
3.50) but the difference is not significant (t: 2).6.While the private sector
employees (x: 3.61) are significantly more sat@fie 2.63) than the public sector
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employees (x: 3.51), sex wise differences are mbiced. However, the female
group of private sector (x: 3.64) is significanthyore satisfied (t: 2.53han the
female group of the public sector (x: 3.52). MUlipegression analysis about
impact of organizational variables on job satistact(Table 5) indicates that
commitment (t: 10.022), performance (t: 3.934) andtivation (t: 11.06) have
significant positive impact on job satisfaction {ehiole conflict (t: - 3.143) shows
significant negative influence when regressed \ath satisfaction. The power of
equation is 0.606.

When socio-economic variables are regressed wiitsgtisfaction (Table 6) it is
confirmed that salary (t: 3.634), age (t: 4.182)ehaignificant positive influence
while job experience (t: - 4.134) has negative iatpan job satisfaction .The
gender, caste and education reveal no influencejotn satisfaction. The
unionization is found to have no impact on job sfatition, (R% 0.001 and t:
1.083).

4.3 Performance and Job Satisfaction

Under the theoretical postulates of Maslow, Hergb®room, Alderfer, Hackman
and Lawler the linkages between performance andagisfaction is examined. It
is said that the aggregate effect of ability ant simotivation, and the ability is
related to performance while will is to job satidfan. The dilemma whether
performance leads to job satisfaction or job satisbn leads to performance is
unresolved and controversial. When this relatignsbiassessed, the data under
the study (Table 7) reveal that just majority oé tamployees (50.86%), more
females (56.67%) than the males (41.62%) expreas gghrformance and job
satisfaction are inextricably intertwined and idigendent. This trend is clear in
females (56.67%) while in males highest proport{dth.62%) are for this new
postulate and others are divided between otheretwiier theoretical propositions
of performance and job satisfaction. Sector-wiskilevprivate sector shows clear
trend to the new postulate of intertwined naturpeformance and job satisfaction
(54.85%), the highest proportion of the publictee employees (48.97%) also
subscribe to the new idea of interdependency dbpeance and job satisfaction
indicating the overall acceptance of the new pritjpps The weighted average
also indicates that all those who perform well sasfied but all those satisfied do
not perform well. The implication is that job parftance always leads to job
satisfaction and job satisfaction does not lea@ssarily to performance.

5 Conclusion

The performance level of the employees (x: 3.14jidsificantly lesser than their
job satisfaction level (x: 3.54). It is true in easf both the females (performance,
x: 3.12 and job satisfaction, x: 3.56) and the mdjgerformance, x: 3.16 and the
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job satisfaction, x: 3.50). The analysis leadstébesthat all those performing well
are satisfied and all those satisfied do not perfeell indicating that performance
leads to job satisfaction and job satisfaction does lead necessarily to
performance. This empirical evidence supportsthie®ry of Lawler and Porter.
While in case of performance, job commitment, ja@tistaction, role conflict,
value system, and motivation indicate significansipve influence, in case of job
satisfaction, commitment, performance, motivatianehsignificant positive impact
but role conflict has significant negative influend@hese results indicate that the
employees manage role conflict in relation to penfance but not in case of job
satisfaction. The effects of socio-economic vasgabindicate that in case of
performance, salary has significant positive inficee and reserved caste groups
show lesser performance and it is an indicatioroftganizations to introduce
special measures to maintain performance of redecagegories. In case of job
satisfaction, while salary and age show signifiqaoditive impact, the experienced
employees are significantly less satisfied indigatitheir state of frustration.
Moreover, the highly experienced employees ardcalitof the organizational
systems which indicate that their potential is Inest utilized by the organizations.
Gender is found to have no influence either ongrerénce or job satisfaction.

The impact of organizational climate, work desigiwl @ther group factors like job
commitment are found to be significantly influergifactors on performance and
job satisfaction. Interestingly, employees (50.8G¥ee that the performance and
job satisfaction act in continuous cyclical proce#®cting the organizations to
concentrate both on individual factors such as watibn and commitment and
group factors such as work design and organizdtichmate involving job
relations, human resource management and industlations. The effect of
unionism is neutral, supporting the 'unitary apphdavhich is now adopted by the
contemporary organizations. The individual psychalal factors relating to
motivation and quality of work life enhance bothfpemance and job satisfaction
to an optimum level for achieving organizationafeefiveness. Finally, it is
evident that the highest concentration on perfoceamprovement is necessary to
maintain the organizational climate. Some futurteigls are required at the micro
level to assess the strength of relationship.
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Table 1. Mean Analysis (x) of Job Performance

Total Total Total
Job Public Sector Private Sector Emplo-
" Males | Females
Position yees
M F Total | M F Total | M F Total
1. Senior d
Manager 3.31| 3.49| 3.42 3.2% 3.2B 3.24 3.28 3.39 3.35
2. Middle 4
Manager 3.33| 3.23| 3.28 3.28 3.2B 3.23 3.22 3.22 3.26
3. Junior d
Manager 3.06 | 3.16| 3.11 3.39 3.24 3.26 3.09 3.20 3.16
4. Supervisor | 3.23 | 3.05| 3.13 291 279 2.86 3.18 3.03 3.10
5. Worker 3.13| 3.10| 3.11 3.03 3.1p 3.08 3.09 3.10 3.09
6. Clerical
Staff 3.10(3.00|3.03 |319|0 3.19 | 3.12 3.00 3.04
7. Doctors,
Nurses, 3.09 | 2.99| 3.03 3.12 3.2B 3.23 3.10 3.09 3.09
Teachers
8. Total 3.16 | 3.09| 3.12 3.1% 3.1B 3.11% 3.16 3.13 3.14

Note: M- Male F-Female

Table 2. Multiple Regression Results: Impact of Orgnizational Variables on Performance

S. No. Independent variable Regression| t-—value
coefficient

1. Job relations -0.197 -1.821
2. Commitment 0.08: 2.145*
3. Job satisfaction 0.106 3.934*
4, Role conflict 0.152 2.780*
5. Value system 0.058 3.232*
6. Motivation 0.097 2.685*
7. Organizational climate -0.048 -1.436

Intercept: 18.596; R : 0.126; F : 20.158
* Significant at 1% level
** Significant at 5% level
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Table 3. Regression Results: Impact of Socio — Ecommic
Variables on Performance

S. No. Independent Regression t — value
variable coefficient

1. Salary 0.42¢ 3.052°

2. Age -0.085 -0.630
3. Gender -0.437 -1.004
4. Caste -1.043 -3.194*
5. Education -0.198 -0.561
6. Job experience 0.281 1.446

Intercept: 82.433; R : 0.026; F:4.463
* Significant at 1% level, ** Significant at 5% level

Table 4. Mean Analysis of Job Satisfaction

Public sector Private sector Total Total Total
Job position Male Fem- | Emplo-
M F Total | M F | Total s ales yees
1. Senior 3.70| 3.77| 374| 393 36p 378 342 37D 3.76
Manager
2. Middle 348 | 361| 354| 3.84 371 3.7 3.54 3.66 3.61
Manager
3. Junior
Manager 346| 3.41| 3.43| 371 38 3.8 3.48 3.62 3.97
4.Supervisor | 3.57| 3.57| 356 3590 3.08 340 357 33§ 3.5
5. Worker 3.57| 3.65| 3.61| 3.24 343 3.3 3.44 349 483
6. Clerical 4 4 3
Staff 3.42| 3.47| 3.45| 3.8 0 3.8 3.4p 3.4 3.4B
7. Doctors,
Nurses, | 351| 351| 351] 302 365 34F 339 356 3.50
Teachers
etc.
8. Total 349| 352| 351| 353 364 3.6 3.50 3.56 3.54

Note: M-Males F-Females
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Table 5. Multiple regression Results of Organizatioal Factors on Job Satisfaction

S. No. Independent variable Regression t — value
coefficient
1. Job relations 0.055 0.420
2. Commitment 0.04t 10.022°
3. Performance 0.156 3.934*
4. Role conflict -0.208 -3.143*
5. Value system 0.016 0.727
6. Motivation 0.457 11.061*
7. Organizational climate -0.04¢ -1.127
Intercept: 1.788; R : 0.606; F : 204.48
* Significant at 1% level, ** Significant at5% level

Table 6. Multiple regression Results: Impact of Sdo — Economic variables
on Job Satisfaction

S. No. Independent variable Regression coefficien t — value
1. Salary 0.896 3.634*
2. Age 0.986 4.182*
3. Gender 0.814 1.067
4. Caste 0.281 0.491
5. Education 0.434 0.702
6. Job experience 1.410 -4.134*

Intercept: -19.023; R*: 0.053; F: 8.136
* Significant at 1% level, **: Significant at 5% level

Table 7. Relationship between Performance and Joba8sfaction

Nature of | Public sector Private sector Total | Total | Total
Influence M F Total | M F Total | Males | Fem- | Emp-
ales loyees
1. Your per- | 62 48 110 16 24 40 78 72 150
formance is 2145 | 14.12 | 17.49 | 23.19 | 1043 | 13.38 | 21.79 12.63 | 16.16
due to your
job satis-
faction
2. Your job 81 96 177 21 41 62 102 137 239
satisfaction is | 28.03 | 28.24 | 28.14 | 30.43 | 17.83 | 20.74 | 28.49 24.04 | 25.75
due to your
performance
3. Both 129 179 308 20 144 164 149 323 472
44.64 | 52.65 | 48.97 | 28.99 | 62.61 | 54.85 | 41.62 56.67 | 50.86
4. No 17 17 34 12 21 33 29 38 67
answer 5.88 5.00 5.41 17.39 | 9.13 11.04 | 8.10 6.67 7.22
5. Total 289 340 629 69 230 299 358 570 928
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Note: M — Male F-Female *  Figures in decimals are percentages
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Table 8. Distribution of the Sample (Percentages argiven immediately after actual)

Job Males Females
position
Private | Public | Total | Private | Public | Total | A B C
Sector | Sector | Males | Sector | Sector | Femal
es
Senior 4 4 8 4 7 11 8 11 19
manager | 5.80 1.38 2.23 1.74 2.06 1.93 2.68 | 1.75 | 2.05
Middle 11 57 68 52 46 98 63 103 166
Manager | 15.94 19.72 | 18.99 | 22.61 | 13.53 | 17.19 | 21.07| 16.38| 17.89
Junior 9 79 88 72 80 152 81 159 240
Manager | 13.04 27.34 | 2458 | 31.30 | 23.53 | 26.67 | 27.09 | 25.28 | 25.86
Supervi- | 7 45 52 4 45 49 11 90 101
sory 10.14 1557 | 1453 | 1.74 13.24 | 8.60 3.68 | 14.31| 10.88
Staff
Worker 22 34 56 81 34 115 103 68 171
31.88 11.76 | 15.64 | 35.22 | 10.00 | 20.18 | 34.45| 10.81| 18.43
Clerical 9 47 56 0 94 94 9 141 150
Staff 13.04 16.26 | 15.64 | 0.00 27.67 | 16.49 | 3.01 | 22.42| 16.16
Others 7 23 30 17 34 51 24 57 81
10.14 7.96 8.38 7.39 10.00 | 8.95 8.03 | 9.06 | 8.73
Total 69 289 358 230 340 570 299 629 928
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

A: Total Private Sector Employees
B: Total Public Sector Employees
C: Total Employees

Others: Doctors, Paramedical Staff
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