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Relationship between Job Satisfaction & Job
Performance: a Meta-analysis

S.C. Davar & RanjuBala

Studies suggest that there is  a
significant relationship between
job satisfaction and job perfor-
mance. A meta-analysis of 48 cor-
relations produces a mean cor-
relation of the order ( = 0.30
approx.).  However, the modera-
tor variables viz., foreign stud-
ies vs. Indian studies, occupa-
tion–type vs. scale of measure-
ment for job satisfaction affect
the magnitude of the relationship
between job satisfaction and job
performance. This study shows
that to obtain a valid estimate of
mean correlation and true vari-
ance, we must correct correlation
coefficients for the measurement
errors.

Introduction

Job satisfaction plays an important
role for an employee in terms of health
and well being (Kornhaurser, 1965;
Khaleque, 1981) and for an organization
in terms of its productivity, efficiency,
employee relations, absenteeism and turn-
over (Vroom, 1964; Locke, 1976;
khaleque, 1984). Job satisfaction is a com-
plex variable and influenced by situational
factors of the job as well as the disposi-
tional characteristics of the individual
(Sharma & Ghosh, 2006). It can be cap-
tured by either a one dimensional con-
cept of global job satisfaction or a multi
faceted construct capturing different as-
pects of job satisfaction that can vary
independently.

Research examining the relationship
between job satisfaction and job perfor-
mance has been conducted since at least
as early as 1945 (e. g., Brody, 1945) and
methodology utilized has varied greatly.
Some researchers used established
scales to measure job satisfaction, while
some developed their own. Some used
self- report ratings to assess perfor-
mance, while others used peer or super-
visor ratings.
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Over the years, scholars examined
this idea that a happy worker is a
productive worker; however, evi-
dence is not yet conclusive in this
regard.

The idea that job satisfaction leads
to better performance is supported by
Vroom’s (1964) work which is based on
the notion that performance is natural
product of satisfying the needs of em-
ployees. The study relating to the rela-
tionship between job satisfaction and job
performance has now become a research
tradition in industrial-organizational psy-
chology. The relationship between job
satisfaction and job performance has
been described as the “Holy Grail” of
industrial psychologists (Landy, 1989).
Many organizational theories are based
on the notion that organizations that are
able to make their employees happy will
have more productive employees. Over
the years, scholars examined this idea that
a happy worker is a productive worker;
however, evidence is not yet conclusive
in this regard. Empirical studies have pro-
duced several conflicting viewpoints on
the relationship between job satisfaction
and job performance. Strauss (1968)
commented, “Early human relationists
viewed the morale – productivity rela-
tionship quite simple: higher morale would
lead to improved productivity”. Siegel &
Bowen (1971) and Bagozzi (1980) sug-
gested that job performance leads to job
satisfaction but not the reverse. Ander-
son (1984) indicated that autonomy and
feedback from the job is significantly
correlated with the performance.

Keaveney and Nelson (1993) found a
non-significant correlation coefficient
between job satisfaction and job perfor-
mance. Manjunath (2008) found job sat-
isfaction of agricultural scientists signifi-
cantly correlated with their scientific pro-
ductivity. Ravindran (2007) found that job
satisfaction is non-significantly correlated
with job performance.

There are conflicting viewpoints on
the relationship between job satisfaction
and job performance. The proposed study
is to synthesize the results of different
studies relating to the relationship be-
tween job satisfaction and job perfor-
mance.

Meta-analytic Studies

Petty et al (1984) provided a limited
meta-analysis of the job satisfaction-job
performance relationship. They confined
their analysis to 16 studies that were pub-
lished in five journals from 1964 to 1983.
Higher and more consistent correlations
between overall job satisfaction and per-
formance were indicated than those pre-
viously reported. Relationships between
job descriptive index measures of job
satisfaction and performance were not
as high or as consistent as those found
between overall job satisfaction and per-
formance. They reported a mean cor-
rected correlation of 0.31 between the
constructs.

Laffaldano and Muchinsky (1985)
analyzed 217 correlations from 74 stud-
ies and found a substantial range in sat-
isfaction-performance correlations
across the job satisfaction facets, rang-
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ing from a mean “true score” correlation
of 0.06 for pay satisfaction to 0.29 for
overall job satisfaction. For their primary
analysis they averaged the facets per-
formance correlations and reported an
average true score correlation of 0.17
between job satisfaction and job perfor-
mance. In discussing their findings, the
authors only made reference to the 0.17
correlation, concluding that job satisfac-
tion and job performance were “Only
slightly related to each other”.

Because of limitations in the prior
analysis, Judge et al. (2001) conducted a
new meta analysis on 312 samples. The
true correlation between overall job sat-
isfaction and job performance was esti-
mated to be 0.30. Meta analysis was
conducted by five facets in the job de-
scriptive index (Smith, Kendall & Hulin,
1969) and found that the average cor-
rected correlation was 0.18 a figure iden-
tical to Laffaldano and Muchinsky’s
(1985) overall estimate. Even with up-
dated meta analysis the facet substan-
tially underestimate the relationship of
overall job satisfaction to job perfor-
mance.

What is Meta-analysis ?

A meta-analysis is used to synthesize
the results of different studies relating to
the relationship between job satisfaction
and job performance. Glass (1976) de-
fined meta-analysis as “The statistical
analysis of a large collection of studies
results for the purpose of integrating the
findings”. Meta-analysis is regarded as
an accurate and objective way to assimi-
late research findings in the present era.

It is a way to summarize, integrate and
interpret selected descriptive statistics
(e.g., sample correlations) produced by
sample studies or experimental outcomes
(e.g., d- statistics). There are different
methods of meta- analysis. The frame-
work of Rosenthal and Rubin’s (1978),
Hunter, Schmidt and Jackson (1982),
Hedges and Olkin (1985);  Davar (2004).
Hunter, Schmidt and Jackson (1982) is a
popular method used to compute true
variance i.e. observed variance net of the
measurement error, sampling error and
range-restriction. Davar (2004) modified
the formulas given by HSJ (1982) frame-
work and provided us with ‘An Improved
Version’ of HSJ (1982). The formulas for
two models are given below:

The formulas

Chart –A:

The formulas for true variance models

Hunter, Schmidt and       Davar (2004)
Jackson (1982)
framework
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r ¯ = Mean correlation;  = Ob-
served variance;  Sampling error
variance;  True variance and k=
number of studies; N = ; Ni= number
of observations in a sample study.

Objectives of the Study

The first objective of the study is to
generate a meta-analtic estimate for the
general relationship between job satisfac-
tion and job performance.  This estimate
indicates the general magnitude of rela-
tionship and is computed as a mean esti-
mate from a set of sample studies. Gen-
erally, moderator variables cause differ-
ences in sample correlations i.e the ex-
tent of relationship may vary from one
setting to another. Therefore, we need
to know the moderator or contextual fac-
tors. Hence, the second objective is to
find out the contextual variables that in-
fluence the magnitude of relationship.

The Data-set

The data-set for the study has been
collected from journals incorporating
business and psychological studies, Psy-
chological Bulletin, Indian Applied Psy-
chology & Psychological Abstracts from
the Journals section of Kurukshetra Uni-
versity, Kurukshetra. Various online jour-
nals like JSTORE, QUESTA, and The
Free Online Library have also been vis-
ited. 49 correlations have been found

Statistical Terms & Notations

Sample statistics – The statis-
tics (e.g. correlation co-efficient)
based on the sample data is called
a sample statistics.

Meta-analytic statistics – The
statistics computed with the help of
sample statistics produced by dif-
ferent studies is known as meta-
analytic statistics, e.g., common
correlation ( ).

Measurement error – It is the
error in the measurement of postu-
lates (variables). Generally, the
measurement error arises on ac-
count of the lack of construct va-
lidity and attenuates the magnitude
of a sample correlation coefficient.

Observed variance  – It is
meta-analytic statistics that mea-
sures the extent of variation in the
sample correlation coefficients
across studies.

Sampling error variance  – It
is meta-analytic statistics that re-
flects the amount of sampling error
in the data-set of sample correla-
tion coefficients.

True variance– The observed
variance net of the sampling error
variance (

r
² –

e
²) is termed as

true variance (see HSJ, 1982). It is
a meta-analytic statistic.

from 12 studies from 1971 to 2008. One
of the studies reported a negative corre-

2



S.C. Davar & RanjuBala

294 The Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 48, No. 2, October 2012

lation which has been ignored for two
reasons. First, we cannot find the logic
for a negative relationship between job
satisfaction and job performance. Sec-
ond, it is incorrect to perform mathemati-
cal operations on bipolar coefficients for
the determination of mean correlation,
observed variance and sampling error
variance (Davar, 2004).

Results & Discussion

Table-1 shows the results of a com-
parative analysis of the above two meta-
analysis procedures.

Mean Correlation: HSJ (1982) Pro-
cedure uses weighing- based formula of
mean correlation. But Davar (2004) gave
non weighing based formula of mean
correlation. Both methods  suggest that
correlation coefficients should be cor-
rected for measurement error. HSJ
(1982) procedure produces a mean cor-
relation ( ) =0.24818 (when sample cor-
relations were uncorrected for measure-
ment error) and   =0.29222 (when
sample correlations were corrected for
measurement error). In the same way,
Davar (2004) procedure produces a
mean correlation (r-bar) =0.25083(when
sample correlations were  not corrected
for measurement error) and =0.29729
(when sample correlations were cor-
rected for measurement error). The
above analysis shows that correction of
the individual correlation coefficients for
measurement error improves the mean
correlation. In the same way weighing
of sample correlations (HSJ method) dis-
torts the mean value. It can be explained

by taking the figure of mean correlations
as computed with Davar (2004) and HSJ
(1982) procedure.

Table 1 Mean Correlation Coefficients for the
Relationship between Job Satisfaction and Job
Performance

Number of Uncorrected Corrected
Studies=48

Non- weighted 0.25083 0.29729
Mean Davar
(2004)
t-value 1.757 2.112*

Weighted Mean
(HSJ 1982) 0.24818 0.29222
t-value 1.738 2.072*

*significant at 5% (a.
05

=1.96)

The respective  t-values for non-
weighted corrected mean correlation
coefficient is 2.112 and for weighted cor-
rected mean correlation is 2.072  are
more than the table value i.e. 1.96 at
a.

05 
,Thus we can conclude that there is

a significant association between job sat-
isfaction and job performance. Esti-
mates of t-value of mean correlation
coefficient based on uncorrected sample
correlation coefficients in both cases
suggest that there is no (insignificant)
relationship between job satisfaction
and job performance. These results sug-
gest that in order to obtain a correct pic-
ture of the mean correlation, we must
use the measurement corrected corre-
lation coefficients.

In order to obtain a correct picture
of the mean correlation, we must
use the measurement corrected
correlation coefficients.
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True variance estimate   tells whether
there are moderator factors that dilute
or increase the relationship between job
satisfaction and performance. Zero true
variance implies that there are no mod-

erator or contextual factors. If there is a
true variance, it suggests that one or more
moderator/extraneous factors influence
the relationship between two specified
postulates.

Table 2  Davar (2004) vs. HSJ (1982) Procedures: A Comparative Analysis

Number of studies (k) =48

Uncorrected for Corrected for
measurement error measurement error

Mean Correlation
(non-wei- ghted) 0.25083 0.29729 Davar (2004)
Mean Correlation (weighted) 0.24818 0.29222 HSJ (1982)
Observed Variance 0.02639 0.03772 Davar(2004)

0.0191 0.02649 HSJ (1982)
Sampling Error Variance 0.01829 0.01731 Davar (2004)

0.00409 0.00388 HSJ(1982)
True Variance 0.0081 0.02041 Davar (2004)

0.01501 0.02261 HSJ(1982)

It is clear from Table 2 that meta-
analysis of uncorrected correlation coef-
ficients with Davar (2004) procedure as
well as with HSJ (1982) procedure gen-
erates lesser value of true variance as
compared to meta-analysis of corrected
correlation coefficients. Table 2 shows that
once the observed correlation coefficients
are corrected for measurement error, true
variance rises to the level of 0.02041vis-
à-vis 0.0081in the case of Davar (2004)
procedure, and 0.02261vis-à-vis0.01501 in
case of HSJ (1982) procedure. Significant
true variance indicates that there is a sig-
nificant variation in effect sizes of job sat-
isfaction. It means there could be one or
more moderators which influence the level
of effect size of job satisfaction.

Moderator Analysis

As stated earlier, the true variance
in the case of corrected correlations for

Davar (2004) procedure is 0.02041 and
as per HSJ (1982), it  is 0.02261. Signifi-
cant true variance suggests that one or
more moderator variables do exist. It
means there is substantial variation in the
individual correlations across 48 studies,
Here, we examine five possible modera-
tors (for example, foreign vs. Indian stud-
ies to know the reasons of such varia-
tion in the individual correlations. These
are shown in further tables.

Foreign Studies vs. Indian Studies:
Table 3 shows that out of the 48 studies
34 are foreign and 14 are Indian. The
mean correlation for foreign studies is
0.25715 and for Indian studies it is
0.39479. Thus Indian studies have a sig-
nificant correlation between job  satis-
faction & job performance and foreign
studies find insignificant average corre-
lation. Further, foreign studies reveal a
negative true variance (-0.00773)
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whereas Indian studies show a positive
true variance (0.0215). It means one sub-
set generates significant true variance and
other subset generate insignificant true
variance. Overall, the difference in mean
correlation and true variance indicates
that there is great likelihood that foreign
studies vs. Indian studies act as  impor-
tant moderator for the relationship be-
tween job satisfaction & job perfor-
mance. The relationship varies across
foreign settings vis a vis Indian settings.

Table 3 Moderator Analysis: Foreign Studies
vs. Indian Studies

Foreign Indian
Studies Studies

Number of Studies (k) 34 14
Mean Correlation 0.25715 0.39479
Observed Variance 0.01792 0.0724
Sampling Error Variance 0.02565 0.0509
True Variance -0.00773 0.0215

Occupation Type: Table 4 shows
the differences in the satisfaction-perfor-

mance relationship across occupations of
employees. The most significant mean
correlation was observed for managers
and officers i.e. 0.35705. The weakest
correlation was observed by mixed em-
ployees (executives and non-executives)
i.e. 0.23635. True variance 0.0046 is posi-
tive for managers and officers and the
rest four subsets (categories) show nega-
tive true variance i.e. -0.32593 for tele-
phone operators, -0.00926 for mixed em-
ployees (executives and non-executives),
-0.05141 for teachers and researchers, -
0.06616 for nurses. We treat them as in-
significant estimates (negative value of
true variance is assumed to be close to
zero and hence insignificant). Thus one
subset shows significant positive relation-
ship and other subsets show insignificant
relationship between job satisfaction and
job performance. It means occupation –
type (managers vs. others act as a mod-
erator variable for the relationship be-
tween job satisfaction and job perfor-
mance.

Table 4 Moderator Analysis: Occupation- Type

Managers & Telephone Mixed Teachers & Nurses
Officers Operators Employees Researchers

Number of Studies 14 3 14 9 7
Mean Correlation 0.35705 0.29721 0.23635 0.3516 0.27234
Observed Variance 0.05898 0.00154 0.03239 0.03393 0.00801
Sampling Error Variance 0.05438 0.32747 0.04165 0.08534 0.07417
True Variance 0.0046 -0.32593 -0.00926 -0.05141 -0.06616

Overall Satisfaction vs  Facet
Satisfaction

In the column of ‘Facet Satisfaction’
in Table 5, we include those studies which
found the relationship between different
facets of satisfaction and performance

individually like security need, social
need, esteem need, autonomy need, self
actualization need, work itself, promotion,
pay, co-workers, supervision etc. And in
the column of overall job satisfaction
those studies are included which mea-
sures the relationship between overall job
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satisfaction and job performance. Table
5 shows that both the subsets generate
negative true variance i.e. -0.0632 for
overall job satisfaction and -0.0211 for
facet satisfaction. It reveals that both the
subsets show insignificant relationship
between job satisfaction and job perfor-
mance. Therefore, variable used for

measuring job satisfaction cannot be
taken as moderator variable for the rela-
tionship between job satisfaction and job
performance.

Variable used for measuring job
satisfaction cannot be taken as
moderator variable for the rela-
tionship between job satisfaction
and job performance.

Measurement Scales

The studies measured job satisfac-
tion with JSQ, JDI, JSS and MSQ. Both
MSQ and JDI show different values of
mean correlations. True variance is posi-
tive only when job satisfaction is mea-

Table 6 Moderator Analysis: Measurement of Job Satisfaction with Different Scales

JSQ JDI JSS MSQ MSQ & OTHERS
JDI

Numbers of Studies 10 12 12 7 3 4
Mean Correlation 0.26730 0.19242 0.39926 0.27234 0.29721 0.42471
Observed Variance 0.01198 0.01176 0.06477 0.00801 0.00154 0.09419
Sampling error variance 0.08622 1.56358 0.05888 0.12245 0.27705 0.16794
True variance 0.07424 -1.55182 0.00589 -0.11444 -0.27551 -0.07375

JSQ(PORTER)- Porter(1961)’s job satisfaction questionnaire, measure need satisfaction, contained
12 items based upon Maslow’s theory of motivation.
MSQ- Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire contained 20 items measure overall satisfaction and
intrinsic versus extrinsic satisfaction.
JDI(S, K&H) - Job Description Index developed by Smith, Kendall and Hullin(1969) measure job
satisfaction with five facets of the job: the work itself, their supervisor, pay, promotion opportuni-
ties and co-workers. The scores on the five sub scale can be summed to obtain an overall measure of
job satisfaction.
JSS (P&A) -Pelz and Andrew’s (1966) job satisfaction scale measure satisfaction through different
aspects of the job satisfaction.
JSS (B&R) –Brayfield – Rothe Scale measures overall job satisfaction.
JAS (J&B) – Job Attitude Scale of Jayan and Balachandran (2004) contains three domains of Job
Attitude: Job Involvement, Job Commitment and Job Satisfaction-The items are designed to include
intrinsic attributes of the job as well as extrinsic attributes.
JSS (Likert) – Likert’s five point scale measures both intrinsic and extrinsic job satisfaction.
INDSALES (C, F &W) – INDSALES, a scale created by Churchill, Ford and Walker (1974) measures
job satisfaction over several dimensions.

Table 5 Moderator Analysis: Variable Used for
Measuring Job Satisfaction

Overall Facet
Satisfaction Satisfaction

Number of Studies 21 27
Mean Correlation 0.35801 0.25007
Observed Variance 0.06495 0.01145
Sampling Error
Variance 0.03619 0.03255
True Variance -0.0632 -0.0211
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sured through JSS scale. And it is nega-
tive for all other subsets i.e. -0.07424
when job satisfaction is measured with
JSQ scale, -1.55182 with JDI scale, -
0.11444 with MSQ scale, -0.27551 with
both MSQ and JDI and -0.07375 with

other scales. As one subset in the last
column of Table 6, scales for two stud-
ies are not known and for other two stud-
ies, JAS (J&B) & INDSALES (C, F&W)
scales were used respectively.

Table 7 Moderator Analysis: Measuring Job Performance through Different Raters

Peer Rating Other Measures Supervisor’s Self Rating
Rating

Number of Studies 19 3 16 10
Mean Correlation 0.30723 0.31290 0.24602 0.35576
Observed Variance 0.02415 0.14652 0.02674 0.04056
Sampling Error Variance 0.04316 0.27126 0.05516 0.07629
True Variance -0.01901 -0.12474 -0.02842 -0.03573

Table 7 shows that mean correlation is
stronger i.e. 0.35576 for those studies which
measure job performance through self rat-
ing and weaker i.e. 0.24602 for those stud-
ies which measure job performance through
supervisor’s rating. True variance is nega-
tive for all four subsets i.e. -0.01901 for
peer rating, -0.12474 for other measures, -
0.02842 for supervisor’s rating, -0.03573
for self rating. There are insignificant varia-
tions between all the subsets. Thus mea-
suring job performance through different
raters cannot be taken as moderator vari-
able for the relationship between job satis-
faction and job performance.

Conclusions

The mean corrected correlation im-
proves when it is computed with cor-
rected correlations i.e. 0.29222. On the
basis of t-value of mean corrected cor-
relation computed with both HSJ and
Davar formulae, we may say that there
is positive and significant relationship
between job satisfaction and job perfor-

mance. Moderator variables:  foreign
studies vs. Indian studies, occupation type
and measurement-scale for  job satisfac-
tion with different scales affect the mag-
nitude of the relationship between job
satisfaction and job performance.  The
present review, however, has been based
on a limited number of studies. To gen-
eralize the results number of studies may
be increased for a meta-analysis. In the
same way, limited moderator analysis
could be made due to limited number of
studies. Some other moderators like sex
of sample, job complexity, job perma-
nency etc. may also be analyzed in fu-
ture research. According to Rosenthal
(1995:190), the overall goal of a meta-
analysis is to answer the question:
“Where are we now that this meta-analy-
sis has been conducted?”.
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