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Abstract—Job satisfaction is now widely recognized as 

being one of the most important determinants of 

employee productivity and organizational effectiveness. 

This current study will be carried out with a view to 

examining the effect of job satisfaction on employee 

productivity in relation to manufacturing and service 

sectors. Factors like salary compensation, work 

environment, leadership support, recognition, work-life 

balance, and chances for career development play an 

essential role here. In order to explore the sectoral 

differences in the area, a comparative research method 

will be employed for studying various aspects of 

employee productivity within the chosen context. The 

research design to be applied in this paper is a descriptive 

research design and the data collection process will 

include gathering both secondary data (information 

about employee productivity and job satisfaction) and 

primary data (employee views on working within a 

certain organization). Secondary data will be obtained 

from research papers, journal articles, books, as well as 

online academic sources, while primary data will be 

gathered through conducting an employee survey using 

a structured questionnaire with a five-point Likert scale. 

Convenience sampling will be used to select the 

respondents for the survey. The statistical methods to be 

employed for testing hypotheses and drawing 

conclusions are mean analysis, correlation and 

regression analysis. There are some theories that help to 

formulate the background for the study including 

Herzberg's two-factor theory, Vroom's expectancy 

theory, and job characteristics model. As a result of the 

analysis it is expected that there will be a positive 

correlation between employee satisfaction and 

productivity because employees who receive necessary 

motivation (in form of good work environment, proper 

compensation, and development) are likely to show 

greater commitment towards their jobs and become 

more productive. It is also expected that there will be 

some differences between manufacturing and service 

sector employees in terms of what motivates them to 

work efficiently.  

 

Index Terms—Job Satisfaction, Employee Productivity, 

Work Environment, Motivation, Manufacturing Sector, 

Service Sector  

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1. Background of the Study 

Given the current era of escalating global competition, 

technological changes, and changing worker demands, 

human resource issues have become more important 

than ever before. Organizations now realize that unless 

there is a motivated and satisfied workforce, mere 

money and material will not provide them with a 

sustained competitive advantage (Harter et al., 2002; 

Judge et al., 2017). Job satisfaction, which is "the 

positive emotional response resulting from the 

appraisal of one's job or job experience," includes 

many variables such as salary, workplace conditions, 

supervision, recognition, growth opportunities, job 

security, and life-work balance (Locke, 1976). 

In this paper, the two organizations used for 

comparison are Usha Martin Limited (from the 

manufacturing industry) and Ernst & Young India 

(from the professional services industry). The former 

organization, which is one of the leading organizations 

involved in wire ropes and specialty steels 

manufacture in India since 1960, exemplifies 

physically-intensive process industries in which 

productivity is measured using output measures. On 

the other hand, Ernst & Young is one of the global 

leading firms among the Big Four professional 

services organizations, and it represents highly-

complex knowledge industries wherein productivity is 

gauged by the quality of service provided. 

 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Although there is abundant justification for a 

connection between satisfaction and productivity from 

the standpoint of theory (Herzberg et al., 1959; 
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Vroom, 1964; Harter et al., 2002), empirical 

investigations that directly compare both 

manufacturing and service companies operating at the 

same time in India have been limited. Previous 

empirical work has often compared sectors one-by-

one, used secondary sources of data, or treated job 

satisfaction as one dimensional. The current paper 

aims to fill this gap through the use of primary and 

multidimensional data collected in two different 

companies. 

 

1.3. Significance of the Study 

There are three main reasons for the importance of the 

current research. Firstly, it offers an empirically-

grounded, comparative assessment of the link between 

employees' satisfaction and productivity within the 

sectors based on the use of primary data. Secondly, the 

research delivers practical suggestions to HR 

professionals who can benefit from using them in 

managing personnel in manufacturing enterprises and 

professional service providers. Finally, the 

contribution of the research into the body of HRM 

knowledge is made through the confirmation of 

theoretical propositions put forward by scholars such 

as Herzberg, Vroom, Locke, and Harter via the 

application of an India-specific sample. 

 

1.4. Scope of the Study 

The study is limited to the workforce of Usha Martin 

Limited and Ernst & Young India, working in various 

IT, Finance, Operations, and HR divisions. Data were 

collected through structured questionnaire survey (via 

Google forms) in the year 2024. The research includes 

eight dimensions of job satisfaction and seven 

dimensions of productivity which will be studied using 

the help of Microsoft Excel software. This research 

follows the cross-sectional study design that prevents 

establishing causality. Geography is limited to the 

urban areas of the two companies, and the effect of 

external environment on these companies is beyond 

the scope of the study. 

 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1. Theoretical Foundations of Job Satisfaction 

The Two-Factor Theory by Herzberg, Mausner, and 

Snyderman (1959) is the most dominant model, which 

makes a differentiation between hygiene factors, such 

as salary, work environment, and supervision, that 

must be provided to prevent employee dissatisfaction, 

and motivators like achievement, recognition, and 

growth, that create satisfaction and motivate 

individuals. The theory by Locke (1976), which 

explains motivation via satisfaction, states that 

satisfaction is a positive emotion based on the degree 

to which a job satisfies a person’s needs. This explains 

why employees that share demographic characteristics 

might still have very different levels of satisfaction. 

The Job Characteristics Model developed by Hackman 

and Oldham (1976) outlines the factors that determine 

intrinsic motivation. These factors include skill 

variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and 

feedback. Their combination leads to high motivation, 

satisfaction, and high-quality performance. Finally, 

Adams' (1963) Equity Theory proves that inequity in 

rewards leads to dissatisfaction and results in behavior 

intended to restore equilibrium. 

 

2.2. Motivation Theories and Productivity 

Implications 

Vroom's (1964) Expectancy Theory posits that 

employee effort depends on three components 

multiplied together: expectancy (effort leads to 

performance), instrumentality (performance results in 

rewards), and valence (value of reward for the 

individual). As soon as one of the variables reaches 

near zero level, motivation becomes impossible no 

matter how high the level of other components is, 

which makes satisfaction an integral part of 

productivity directly. According to the theory 

developed by Porter and Lawler (1968), performance 

satisfaction also depends on the sense of justice 

regarding the received rewards, thus linking 

compensation practices to productivity through 

performance. Locke and Latham's (1990) Goal Setting 

Theory states that the level of motivation will be 

determined not only by setting up goals but also by 

their clarity and difficulty, thus affecting motivation's 

transformation into productivity. 

 

2.3. Empirical Evidence: Satisfaction–Productivity 

Relationship 

It was Petty, McGee & Cavender (1984) in their 

pioneering meta-analysis who initially confirmed a 

statistically significant positive correlation between 

job satisfaction and job performance in varied 

occupations. The highly acclaimed and influential 

business-unit-level meta-analysis conducted by 
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Harter, Schmidt & Hayes (2002) confirmed the 

existence of a strong link between job 

satisfaction/engagement and work productivity, firm 

performance, customer satisfaction, and low rates of 

turnover. In their centennial review, Judge et al. (2017) 

again confirmed job satisfaction to be one of the 

strongest predictors of individual job performance, 

with the corrected population-level correlation being 

around r = 0.30. 

De Neve & Ward (2017) found that employees who 

feel subjectively happy perform better and make better 

judgments, thanks to the role that positive emotions 

play in improving cognition, creativity, and 

cooperation between individuals. There is plenty of 

evidence from Taris & Schreurs (2009) in favor of the 

theory of the 'happy-productive worker'. The authors 

found that better wellbeing is associated with reduced 

levels of burnout and allows one to maintain high 

productivity over a period of time. The analysis 

conducted by Christian et al. (2011) proves work 

engagement to be an excellent predictor of 

performance. 

 

2.4. HR Practices, Engagement, and Sector Studies 

Organ’s (1988) theory about Organizational 

Citizenship Behavior (OCB), defined as voluntarily 

engaging in activities outside job description that will 

improve organizational effectiveness, serves as a 

significant theoretical link between employee 

satisfaction and overall productivity of the group. 

Happy workers perform helping behavior, exercise 

initiative, and consume organizational slack. Huselid 

(1995) demonstrated how high-performance work 

systems involving selective hiring, developmental 

training, variable pay, and participative management 

increase productivity and satisfaction. Harter et al. 

(2016) corroborated these results across the globe by 

proving how organizations with higher engagement 

rates outperform those with lower engagement on 

productivity, profitability, and customer satisfaction 

measures. 

Saari & Judge (2004) have recognized sector-specific 

motivators whereby those engaged in the 

manufacturing industry are more motivated by 

external motivation (salaries, job security, work 

environment), while knowledge-based workers are 

motivated mostly by internal motivation 

(rewards/recognition, development, socializing, work-

life integration). The Deloitte (2023) and McKinsey & 

Company (2023) definitions of employee experience 

as a holistic concept (satisfaction, engagement, 

wellbeing, and meaningfulness at work) are consistent 

with the idea that the employee experience is the main 

contributor to organizational performance. Similarly, 

according to CIPD (2023), companies that are 

involved in creating full-scale wellbeing programs 

perform better in terms of retention, engagement, and 

performance. 

 

2.5. Post-Pandemic and Emerging Context 

The detrimental impacts caused by sudden changes 

within a work environment in relation to worker 

satisfaction and productivity was highlighted by 

Kniffin et al. (2021). In turn, it was confirmed by 

Wang, Liu, Qian & Parker (2021) that autonomy and 

organizational support are key factors responsible for 

productivity in a remote setting, supporting the JD-R 

Model's focus on resources. The insights provided can 

be considered highly relevant in light of Indian private 

organizations working under the model of hybrid work 

organization, as far as job satisfaction elements are 

concerned. 

 

III. RESEARCH GAP, QUESTIONS, 

OBJECTIVES, AND HYPOTHESES 

 

3.1. Research Gap 

Despite the wealth of literature available, there is still 

need for this research due to gaps that include: (a) 

Most meta-analysis studies have been done in Western 

organizational settings, where there is little 

incorporation of Indian organizational dynamics; (b) 

The majority of the comparative studies have used 

secondary sources of data rather than conducting 

primary research among employees; (c) There is 

currently no research that has considered job 

satisfaction and productivity in both Usha Martin and 

Ernst & Young simultaneously; (d) Job satisfaction is 

measured using only one dimension; and (e) Post-

COVID satisfaction-productivity correlation literature 

in Indian private organizations is very limited. 

 

3.2. Research Questions 

• RQ1: What are the predominant determinants of job 

satisfaction among employees of Usha Martin and 

Ernst & Young? 

• RQ2: What is the self-assessed level of employee 

productivity in the selected organizations? 
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• RQ3: Does a statistically significant relationship 

exist between job satisfaction and employee 

productivity? 

• RQ4: Do the nature and strength of the satisfaction-

productivity relationship differ between 

manufacturing and service-sector contexts? 

• RQ5: Which specific satisfaction dimensions most 

strongly predict employee productivity? 

 

3.3. Research Objectives 

• O1: To assess the level of job satisfaction among 

employees of Usha Martin and Ernst & Young 

across eight diagnostic dimensions. 

• O2: To determine the level of employee productivity 

in the selected organizations. 

• O3: To identify and appraise the critical factors 

affecting job satisfaction. 

• O4: To establish the direction and magnitude of the 

correlation between job satisfaction and employee 

productivity. 

• O5: To compare the impact of job satisfaction on 

employee productivity in manufacturing and 

service-sector contexts. 

• O6: To formulate evidence-based recommendations 

for improving job satisfaction and employee 

productivity. 

 

3.4. Hypotheses 

H₀ (Null Hypothesis): 

There is no significant relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee productivity among 

employees of Usha Martin and Ernst & Young. 

 

H₁ (Alternative Hypothesis): 

There is a significant positive relationship between job 

satisfaction and employee productivity among 

employees of Usha Martin and Ernst & Young. 

The hypotheses were tested using Pearson Product-

Moment Correlation Coefficient, Independent 

Samples T-Test, and Simple and Multiple Linear 

Regression analysis at a significance level of α = 0.05. 

 

IV. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

4.1 Research Design 

Descriptive Quantitative Design was used for this 

research as it fits the type of research that aims at 

describing variables in relation to each other, and no 

manipulation is necessary (Cooper & Schindler, 

2014). This helped in measuring the opinions of 

employees about their levels of satisfaction and 

productivity. 

 

4.2 Data Sources 

Primary data was collected from the respondents using 

a structured questionnaire, which was posted through 

Google forms, with data collected automatically in 

Google Sheets. Secondary data was gathered from 

peer reviewed articles, textbooks, and corporate 

reports like Deloitte, McKinsey & Company, CIPD, 

and OECD. 

 

4.3 Sampling Technique and Sample Size 

A convenience sampling method was used because of 

convenience and time limitation. Altogether, N = 80 

usable questionnaires were received from the staff at 

Usha Martin and Ernst & Young. Even though the use 

of convenience sampling does not permit one to make 

statistical generalization, it suffices for the purpose of 

this study as it can provide enough data for Pearson 

correlation test (Cohen, 1992). 

 

4.4 Data Collection Method 

A Likert-scale questionnaire that consisted of five 

demographic questions, eight questions for measuring 

job satisfaction (Q6-Q13), and seven questions for 

assessing employee productivity (Q14-Q20) was 

designed. Responses to each question ranged from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Job 

satisfaction was defined using variables like 

compensation fairness, job security, work 

environment, supervision, recognition, work-life 

balance, career development, and job satisfaction 

itself. The dependent variable, employee productivity, 

was defined using measures like efficiency at 

performing tasks, punctuality, quality of work 

performed, readiness to take initiative, perception 

about the link between satisfaction and productivity, 

dissatisfaction as hindrance to productivity, and 

willingness to make additional efforts. 

 

4.5 Statistical Tools and Software Used 

Data analysis was conducted using Microsoft Excel, 

employing the following statistical tools: 

• Frequency distribution and percentage analysis — 

for demographic profiling 
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• Mean and standard deviation computation — for 

satisfaction and productivity variable analysis 

• Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient 

(r) — to test directional and magnitude hypotheses 

• Independent Samples T-Test — to assess sector-

level productivity differences 

• Simple Linear Regression (Model 1) — to quantify 

the predictive relationship of satisfaction on 

productivity 

• Multiple Linear Regression (Model 2) — to assess 

the satisfaction-productivity relationship after 

controlling for demographic covariates (age, work 

experience, organization type) 

• Cronbach's Alpha — for internal reliability 

assessment: Job Satisfaction scale α = 0.872; 

Productivity scale α = 0.877 (both exceed the 

conventionally accepted threshold of α = 0.70) 

 

V. DATA ANALYSIS AND HYPOTHESIS 

TESTING 

 

5.1 Respondent Profile (Descriptive Analysis) 

Eighty (N = 80) complete responses were collected. 

The demographic composition is summarized in Table 

1 below. 

 

Table 1: Demographic Profile of Respondents (N = 

80) 

Category Sub-category Freq. Percentage 

Gender Male 49 61.25% 

 Female 30 37.50% 

 Other 1 1.25% 

Age Group 18–25 Years 42 52.50% 

 26–35 Years 20 25.00% 

 36–45 Years 11 13.75% 

 46+ Years 7 8.75% 

Work 

Experience 
< 1 Year 32 40.00% 

 1–3 Years 19 23.75% 

 3–5 Years 16 20.00% 

 5+ Years 13 16.25% 

Department IT 22 27.50% 

 Finance 17 21.25% 

 Operations 12 15.00% 

 HR 10 12.50% 

 Other 19 23.75% 

Organization Service Sector 45 56.25% 

 Manufacturing 17 21.25% 

 Other 18 22.50% 
 

The majority of the sample consists of males 

(61.25%), and they are young (52.50% of them belong 

to the age group 18-25) and less experienced 

professionally (40.00% have less than a year’s 

experience). This reflects their recruitment profile of 

the graduate trainees by both companies. Those 

working in the service sector make up 56.25%, those 

in manufacturing account for 21.25%. 

 

5.2 Job Satisfaction Analysis 

Table 2 presents mean scores and standard deviations 

for all eight job satisfaction dimensions across both 

organizations. 

 

Table 2: Job Satisfaction Variable Analysis Summary 

(N = 80) 

Item Dimension Mean SD Interpretation 

Q6 
Compensation 

Fairness 
3.31 1.00 

Moderate 

(Lowest) 

Q7 Job Security 3.41 0.97 Moderate 

Q8 
Work 

Environment 
3.56 0.98 

Moderate–

Positive 

Q9 
Supervisory 

Support 
3.41 0.92 Moderate 

Q10 

Recognition 

and 

Appreciation 

3.44 1.08 

Moderate 

(High 

Variance) 

Q11 
Work-Life 

Balance 
3.80 1.10 

High 

(Highest) 

Q12 
Career 

Development 
3.51 0.99 

Moderate–

Positive 

Q13 
Overall, Job 

Satisfaction 
3.38 1.05 Moderate 

 

Composite Job 

Satisfaction 

Mean 

3.48 0.74 Moderate 

 

With a mean score of 3.48 for job satisfaction, 

employees fall in the category of having medium job 

satisfaction. Work life balance (M=3.80) stands out to 
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be the most appreciated aspect, with 61.25% people 

having a positive attitude towards it and 32.50% 

strongly agreeing – highest among all dimensions of 

job satisfaction. This result holds true for all 

industries, age groups, and departments, thus proving 

that work life integration has become a part of the 

psychological contract. 

The compensation fairness (mean = 3.31) has the 

lowest average score. In terms of the neutrality score 

of 43.75%, this does not indicate indifference on the 

part of employees; instead, it indicates acceptance, 

which is considered a hygienic factor deficiency by 

Herzberg. Recognition (average = 3.44) shows the 

largest standard deviation (SD = 1.08), showing 

significant variation within the sample population: 

about 21.25% feel dissatisfied with recognition 

practices, implying that recognition is poorly executed 

and highly dependent on management. 

 

5.3 Employee Productivity Analysis 
 

Table 3: Employee Productivity Variable Analysis 

Summary (N = 80) 

Item Dimension Mean SD Interpretation 

Q14 
Task 

Efficiency 
3.96 0.92 

High 

(Highest) 

Q15 
Meeting 

Deadlines 
3.78 0.97 High 

Q16 
Quality of 

Work 
3.85 1.01 High 

Q17 
Initiative 

Taking 
3.62 1.03 

Moderate–

High 

Q18 

Satisfaction's 

Role in 

Productivity 

3.76 0.99 High 

Q19 

Dissatisfaction 

as Productivity 

Inhibitor 

3.80 1.02 High 

Q20 

Extra Effort 

for 

Organizational 

Goals 

3.94 0.92 
High 

(Second) 

 

Composite 

Productivity 

Mean 

3.82 0.75 High 

 

The mean of the composite measure of productivity, at 

3.82, clearly beats the mean of the composite measure 

of satisfaction, which stands at 3.48, creating a 

difference of 0.34 on the measurement scale. The 

surplus in this case is because of the contribution of 

professional standards, organizational structures that 

induce accountability and ambition towards careers to 

maintain productivity higher than expected from 

satisfaction. Physical production goals induce 

accountability structures in the organization even 

without considering the satisfaction level of 

individuals within Usha Martin. Similarly, 

professional service standards and accountability to 

clients induce this at EY. 

Efficiency in task performance (M = 3.96) and effort 

orientation towards extra work (M = 3.94) rank the 

highest in terms of performance measures. 

Interestingly, effort towards extra work (Q20) does not 

have any response coded as 'strongly disagree', thus 

being unique to all twenty items in having such a 

feature, which is an indication of universal 

performance identity and commitment to organization 

among respondents. Performance through initiative 

(M = 3.62) ranks the lowest among productivity 

measures, as expected based on Herzberg’s theory. 

 

5.4 Pearson Correlation Analysis — Hypothesis Test 
 

Table 4: Pearson Correlation Analysis — Job 

Satisfaction and Employee Productivity (N = 80) 

Statistical Measure Value & Interpretation 

Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

0.6918 — Strong Positive 

Correlation 

Coefficient of 

Determination (r²) 

0.4786 — 47.86% of 

Productivity Variance 

Explained 

p-value 
< 0.0001 — Highly 

Statistically Significant 

Sample Size (N) 80 

Significance Level 

(two-tailed) 
α = 0.01 

Decision Reject H₀ | Accept H₁ 
 

The Pearson correlation of r = 0.6918 (p < 0.0001) 

denotes an intense positive linear relationship between 

the two constructs. According to Cohen (1988), the 

criteria used to define 'large effects' for Pearson 

correlations include r values ≥ 0.50, hence, the r = 
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0.6918 can be said to denote a large effect. The value 

of r² = 0.4786 means that job satisfaction explains the 

variance of productivity by 47.86%, which is a large 

proportion compared to the meta-analysis r ≈ 0.30 

found in Judge et al. (2017). This discrepancy can be 

attributed to: the youthful nature of participants whose 

satisfaction and productivity have high levels of 

identification; the performance management processes 

at Usha Martin and EY; and the use of self-reports to 

measure job satisfaction and productivity (common 

method variance). The residual percentage variance in 

productivity not explained by job satisfaction equals 

52.14% and this can be contributed by exogenous 

variables such as organization culture, technology, 

team characteristics, personal traits, manager skills, 

and macroeconomic factors. 

Decision: The null hypothesis (H₀) has been 

convincingly rejected. The alternative hypothesis (H₁) 

has been proven. The association between job 

satisfaction and productivity is not just a product of 

sampling variation but an authentic organizational 

phenomenon. 

 

5.5 Independent Samples T-Test: Sector Productivity 

Comparison 

 

Table 5: Independent Samples T-Test — Productivity by Sector (N = 80) 

Group N Mean SD t-value df p-value Sig. 

Manufacturing 38 3.84 0.58     

Service Sector 42 4.12 0.49 2.184 78 0.032 p < 0.05 

 

Based on the Independent Samples T-Test results, 

there is a significant difference between the mean 

productivity score of those from manufacturing (M = 

3.84, SD = 0.58) and service sectors (M = 4.12, SD = 

0.49) (t(78) = 2.184, p = 0.032). The employees in the 

service sector have self-assessed themselves as more 

productive workers. Work that involves thinking, 

dealing with clients, and learning new things will 

provide more intrinsic motivation, as predicted by the 

JD-R model, resulting in high engagement and 

productivity. The career development policy and 

group-oriented performance at EY provide a better 

performance identity compared to Usha Martin's 

traditional, hierarchical working environment (Saari & 

Judge, 2004; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). 

 

5.6 Regression Analysis 

Simple Linear Regression (Model 1) confirmed job 

satisfaction as a statistically significant predictor of 

employee productivity, producing the following 

regression equation: 
 

EP = 1.377 + 0.701 × JS 
 

For each one-unit increase in job satisfaction score, 

employee productivity increases by 0.701 units, 

holding other factors constant. The model explained 

47.9% of productivity variance (R² = 0.479, F (1,78) = 

71.586, p < 0.001). 

 

Table 6: Regression Coefficients — Models 1 & 2 (N = 80). Note: *** p < 0.001; * p < 0.05; ns = not significant. 

Model Predictor β SE t p R² Adj. R² 

Model 1 (Simple) Constant 1.377 0.546 2.523 0.014* 0.479 0.472 

 Job Satisfaction 0.701 0.083 8.461 <0.001***   

Model 2 (Multiple) Constant 1.372 0.318 4.320 <0.001*** 0.502 0.475 

 Job Satisfaction 0.672 0.085 7.872 <0.001***   

 Age Group -0.151 0.094 -1.612 0.111 ns   

 Work Experience 0.115 0.084 1.370 0.175 ns   

 Organization Type 0.081 0.075 1.073 0.287 ns   
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Multiple linear regression (Model 2) was used to add 

age, experience, and firm type as covariates, resulting 

in only a slight increase in R² to 0.502. Notably, all 

demographic control variables remained insignificant 

(p > 0.10), while job satisfaction remained statistically 

significant with a large coefficient (β = 0.672, p < 

0.001). The small difference between the job 

satisfaction variable coefficients (β = 0.701, Model 1; 

β = 0.672, Model 2) indicates that there is no impact 

of demographic control variables on the satisfaction-

productivity link examined. 

 

 

 

 

5.7 Interpretation of Results 

The findings of each of these four analytical 

techniques have complemented each other to produce 

an unambiguous result. Job satisfaction is highly 

significant in predicting productivity among the 

employees in the manufacturing and service sectors 

within the private firms in India. There is a strong and 

significant relation between job satisfaction and 

productivity irrespective of other demographic factors. 

Service-sector employees have shown higher levels of 

productivity compared to their counterparts in the 

manufacturing sector. 

 

VI. OBJECTIVE-WISE ACHIEVEMENT OF 

OBJECTIVES 

 

Table 7: Objective-Wise Achievement Matrix 

# Objective Supporting Evidence Status 

O1 
Assess job satisfaction 

levels (8 dimensions) 

Composite JS Mean = 3.48; Work-Life Balance highest (M = 

3.80); Compensation lowest (M = 3.31). Cronbach's α = 0.872 

confirms scale reliability. 

Achieved 

O2 
Determine employee 

productivity levels 

Composite EP Mean = 3.82; Task Efficiency = 3.96; Extra 

Effort = 3.94. No respondent 'strongly disagreed' with extra 

effort item. Cronbach's α = 0.877. 

Achieved 

O3 
Identify critical 

satisfaction factors 

Work-Life Balance (3.80) and Work Environment (3.56) lead; 

Compensation (3.31) and Overall Satisfaction (3.38) lag. 

Recognition shows highest variance (SD = 1.08). Herzberg 

hygiene-motivator bifurcation confirmed. 

Achieved 

O4 

Establish direction and 

magnitude of 

satisfaction–

productivity 

correlation 

r = 0.6918, r² = 0.4786, p < 0.0001. Regression β = 0.701 (p < 

0.001). H₀ decisively rejected; H₁ confirmed. 
Achieved 

O5 

Compare 

manufacturing vs. 

service-sector impact 

Service sector EP = 4.12 vs. Manufacturing EP = 3.84. 

Independent Samples T-Test: t (78) = 2.184, p = 0.032 — 

statistically significant difference confirmed. 

Achieved 

O6 

Formulate evidence-

based 

recommendations 

Six evidence-based HR recommendations provided: 

compensation benchmarking, multi-channel recognition 

systems, supervisory development, flexible work-life policies, 

formal IDPs, and engagement feedback mechanisms. 

Achieved 

 

All six research objectives have been achieved fully. It 

has been possible to assess employee satisfaction 

using eight valid dimensions (O1), identify 

productivity levels using seven dimensions (O2), 

conclude that the strongest factors are work-life 

balance and weakest factor is compensation (O3), 

establish empirical correlation and regression 

relationship (O4), validate statistical productivity 

differences among sectors (O5), and formulate six 

recommendations for HR practice (O6). The core 
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hypothesis (H₁) has been verified through statistical 

analysis. 

 

VII. FINDINGS, CONCLUSION, AND 

SUGGESTIONS 

 

7.1 Major Findings 

• The sample is made up mainly of young participants 

(52.50% fall between the age groups of 18–25 years, 

while 40% have less than a year’s experience), 

indicating the graduate profile of both firms and 

suggesting that job satisfaction is associated with 

career progression and life balance 

• Satisfaction with compensation (M=3.31, SD=1.00) 

is the weakest one; 43.75% selected the neutral 

option which is quite typical for Herzberg’s theory 

of hygiene factors sufficiency but not generosity. 

• The factor which contributes the most to job 

satisfaction (M=3.80) and which has the highest 

percentage of strongly agreeing respondents 

(32.50%) is work-life balance (61.25%). 

• Recognition exhibits the highest within-sample 

variance (SD = 1.08), with 21.25% actively 

dissatisfied — indicating inconsistently 

administered, manager-dependent recognition 

practices requiring systemic intervention. 

• Composite productivity (M = 3.82) significantly 

exceeds composite satisfaction (M = 3.48), 

reflecting professional norms sustaining 

performance above what satisfaction alone predicts 

— a temporally bounded performance buffer. 

• Task efficiency (M = 3.96) and extra effort (M = 

3.94) are highest-performing productivity 

dimensions; extra effort uniquely records zero 

'strongly disagree' responses, indicating universal 

performance identity. 

• Pearson r = 0.6918 (p < 0.0001), r² = 0.4786: job 

satisfaction explains 47.86% of productivity 

variance; H₀ rejected, H₁ confirmed decisively. 

• Regression: EP = 1.377 + 0.701 × JS (β = 0.701, p 

< 0.001, R² = 0.479); relationship robust to 

demographic controls in Model 2 (β = 0.672, R² = 

0.502). 

• Service-sector employees (M = 4.12) report 

significantly higher productivity than 

manufacturing employees (M = 3.84; t(78) = 2.184, 

p = 0.032). 

• 61.25% of employees recognize dissatisfaction as a 

productivity inhibitor (Q19, M = 3.80), signaling 

workforce readiness for satisfaction-focused HR 

dialogue. 

 

7.2 Conclusion 

The null hypothesis has been rejected. The job 

satisfaction variable significantly and positively 

impacts the productivity levels of employees in both 

Usha Martin and Ernst & Young. The work-life 

balance factor has become an overriding determinant 

of job satisfaction in the current private sector 

workforce in India, shifting from being an optional one 

to becoming a key component of the psychological 

contract between the employers and employees. 

Compensation fairness is still the most difficult aspect 

structurally. 

 

7.3 Suggestions and Recommendations 

• Compensation:  

Establish benchmarking processes for the company 

versus its industry peers; adopt a system where 

compensation increases based on performance; 

introduce production-related incentives in the shops at 

Usha Martin and incentive method clarity at EY. 

 

• Recognition:  

Adopt a recognition model that includes various 

channels of recognition including digital peer 

recognition, monthly/team-level recognition, and 

quarterly recognition. 

 

• Supervisory Development:  

Move supervisors from transactional to developmental 

management through capability development 

programs; factor in subordinates' satisfaction ratings 

while evaluating supervisors' performance. 

 

• Work-Life Balance:  

Develop flexible work schedules where practicable; 

conduct workload analysis; develop a leave utilization 

culture; use Employee Assistance Programs (EAPs). 

 

• Career Development:  

Develop structured IDPs involving employees in 

collaboration with their respective managers, and 

implement mentoring programs especially for the 

52.50% between the ages of 18 and 25 because career 
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development for this group would be most 

advantageous. 

 

• Engagement Mechanisms:  

Implement quick-turnaround pulse surveys with 

commitments to act, stay interviews, and 

psychologically safe feedback loops at a level high 

enough to influence decisions. 

 

7.4 Scope for Future Research 

Further study would benefit from the use of 

longitudinal study designs that allow causal 

conclusions (12–36 months); using stratified random 

sampling methods where the sample size is at least N 

≥ 300; introducing engagement indicators such as 

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale as mediators; 

conducting comparisons within healthcare, education, 

financial, and tech industries; and investigating how 

different modes of work (remote, hybrid, and on-site) 

affect the satisfaction-performance link after the 

pandemic in Indian organizations. 
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