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This cross-sectional study investigates the relationships between work environment,
supervision, compensation, job satisfaction, and performance outcomes within the service
sector of organizations in the United States. Using convenience sampling, data was collected
from 291 participants through online surveys. The study employs comprehensive analysis
techniques, including path analysis and mediation analysis, to examine the direct and
mediated effects of organizational factors on performance outcomes through job satisfaction.
The findings underscore the pivotal role of job satisfaction as a central mediator, transmitting
the influence of work environment, supervision, and compensation onto performance metrics.
The study highlights the significance of fostering conducive work environments, supportive
leadership, and fair reward systems to enhance job satisfaction. Furthermore, it demonstrates
the tangible impact of job satisfaction on various performance outcomes, including task
performance, adaptive performance, and contextual performance. These findings provide
valuable insights for organizational management strategies aimed at improving employee
well-being and organizational effectiveness in the service sector.
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1. Introduction

The emphasis on high-performance work systems remains prevalent in the contemporary, competitive global
economy as a means to enhance corporate financial performance (Hull et al., 2019). Managers universally
aspire to achieve superior employee performance, recognizing that active engagement in performance
enhancement initiatives fosters a successful and highly productive enterprise. Individual working styles
exhibit significant variability, with certain employees inherently possessing greater capabilities than their
peers, irrespective of external incentives (Hartika et al., 2023). Conversely, others may occasionally require
additional motivation. When effectively managed, this variability can lead to enhanced productivity and
elevated employee morale. To meet their strategic objectives, modern organizations must deploy highly
qualified personnel and resources. Employees play a pivotal role in shaping the organization's strategic
direction and improvement methodologies, underscoring the necessity for companies to maintain a workforce
of competent and proficient individuals. Performance evaluation stands as a critical component of human
resources systems within enterprises (Murphy, 2020), as employee performance ratings are instrumental in
driving consequential human resources decisions and outcomes.

Contemporary organizational psychology and management literature underscore the critical significance of
employee satisfaction, particularly job satisfaction, in shaping organizational performance, productivity, and
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overall employee well-being (Susanto et al., 2023). Understanding the determinants and consequences of job
satisfaction within the service sector is thus pivotal for organizational leaders and managers seeking to
optimize workforce performance and organizational effectiveness (Inuwa, 2016). Job satisfaction,
encapsulating an individual's subjective assessment of their job and work environment, encompasses
multifaceted aspects such as work environment, supervision, compensation, opportunities for advancement,
and work-life balance (Latifah et al., 2024). Extensive research has consistently demonstrated the positive
correlation between job satisfaction and employee engagement, commitment, and performance (Jufrizen et al.,
2023). In service-oriented industries, where frontline employees serve as the face of the organization and
directly interact with customers, the ramifications of job satisfaction on service quality and customer
satisfaction are particularly pronounced. However, maintaining high levels of job satisfaction among service
sector employees presents unique challenges (Latifah et al., 2024). Factors such as high workloads, time
pressure, emotional labor, and limited autonomy can significantly impact employee satisfaction and well-
being (Wahyudi et al., 2023). Moreover, the transient nature of employment prevalent in certain service
industries further complicates efforts to foster long-term job satisfaction and employee engagement (Iriani et
al., 2023).

This study aims to advance the understanding of the complex interactions between organizational factors, job
satisfaction, and performance outcomes in the service sector. It specifically focuses on investigating both the
direct and mediated effects of work environment, supervisory practices, and compensation on job satisfaction.
Additionally, the study explores how job satisfaction influences various performance metrics, including task
performance, adaptive performance, and contextual performance. The choice of the service sector as the focal
point of this study is deliberate, given its distinctive challenges and dynamics. In service-oriented industries,
where employee-customer interactions are paramount, the satisfaction and well-being of frontline employees
directly influence service quality, customer experiences, and organizational reputation. Consequently,
identifying the factors that contribute to job satisfaction among service sector employees holds significant
implications for organizational performance and customer satisfaction. The importance of this study is
underscored by its potential to yield actionable insights for organizational leaders and managers seeking to
optimize employee satisfaction and performance within the service sector. By elucidating the key drivers of
job satisfaction and their impact on performance outcomes, organizations can tailor their management
practices, policies, and interventions to better support the needs and preferences of their employees.

In the subsequent sections of this paper, a detailed analysis of the collected data will be presented, examining
the relationships between organizational factors, job satisfaction, and performance outcomes. Through
comprehensive statistical analysis, including path analysis and mediation analysis, the underlying
mechanisms through which organizational factors influence employee satisfaction and performance in the
service sector are elucidated.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development

An employee is a critical element of an organization, with their performance being a key determinant of its
success or failure. Employee performance includes both financial and non-financial impacts that align with
the organization's goals (Anitha, 2014). Al Mehrzi and Singh (2016) define performance as the degree to which
an individual meets work standards, goals, or mutually agreed-upon criteria over a specific period. It
encompasses all actions, both performed and omitted by employees (Yang et al., 2016), and is reflected in their
achievements' quantity and quality, as various performance theories suggest. Hameed and Waheed (2011)
investigated theoretical frameworks and models related to employee development and its influence on
performance. They identified employee performance as a dependent variable positively affected by
independent variables such as self-directed development, employee attitude, learning, and skill growth. Islam
et al. (2014) studied stress factors affecting job performance among bank employees in Bangladesh, identifying
unattainable targets, low salaries, heavy workloads, technological issues, long working hours, centralized
management, lack of recognition, and customer interactions as stressors that negatively impact performance.
Pawirosumarto et al. (2017) identified that leadership style, motivation, and discipline, both collectively and
individually, exert a significant positive influence on employee performance. Similarly, Razak et al. (2018)
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demonstrated that work discipline substantially enhances employee performance, with leadership and
motivation also contributing positively. Within the Bangladeshi insurance sector, Siddiqi and Tangem (2018)
examined the impacts of work environment, compensation, and motivation on employee performance,
concluding that these factors significantly drive performance outcomes.

2.1. Work Environment

A person's work environment, which includes the social and professional context surrounding them, plays a
crucial role in their interactions and job performance. This environment, made up of various factors, directly
impacts how individuals carry out their tasks. A positive and comfortable work atmosphere enhances
employee productivity, thereby improving organizational performance. Conversely, adverse conditions can
cause employees to lose focus, leading to errors and delays in task completion. Gunaseelan and Ollukkaran
(2012) studied employees in manufacturing companies and found that the work environment can both
positively and negatively influence employee determination, efficiency, and performance. Similarly, Hafeez
et al. (2019) investigated the impact of the work environment on employee performance and found that
improving the work environment is positively correlated with enhanced employee performance. Tulenan
(2015) demonstrated a substantial positive impact of the work environment on employee performance. Rorong
(2016) corroborated these findings, emphasizing the critical role of a favorable work environment in
optimizing employee efficiency. Ramli (2018) further observed that the work environment significantly
enhances both employee performance and job satisfaction. Drawing from these insights, the following
hypothesis is proposed.

H1: Work environment influences on job satisfaction
2.2. Supervision

Supervisory support, as defined by Babin and Boles (1996), encompasses the perception among employees
that supervisors offer encouragement, support, and concern. This perception fosters a sense of security and a
belief that the organization values their well-being (DeConinck, 2010). It serves as a critical motivational factor
by providing a safety net during challenging times and reducing the stress associated with demanding job
roles (Babin & Boles, 1996; DeConinck, 2010). According to Sand and Miyazaki (2000), adequate supervisory
support allows employees to effectively manage high job demands and maintain engagement in their work.
Conversely, insufficient support can lead to feelings of detachment and frustration, undermining employee
morale and performance. Supervisory feedback, according to Jaworski and Kohli (1991), involves employees'
perception of receiving clear performance-related information and constructive suggestions for improvement.
This feedback facilitates effective communication and guides performance improvement efforts within the
organization (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). When feedback is perceived as candid and supportive, it signals
supervisors' commitment to employee growth and development (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). In contrast,
inadequate feedback creates uncertainty and limits opportunities for innovation, potentially diminishing
employee motivation and job satisfaction. Therefore, this study proposes the following hypotheses based on
the impact of supervision on job satisfaction.

H2: Supervision influences on job satisfaction
2.3. Compensation

Compensation management stands as a critical pillar within human resource management, involving the
strategic administration of pay and benefits to align with organizational objectives and effectively manage the
workforce (Brown & Armstrong, 1998). Compensation, encompassing both financial remuneration and non-
financial rewards, serves as a systematic approach to influence employee behavior, foster loyalty, enhance
productivity, and shape perceptions of fairness. Various traditional compensation methods, including merit
pay, individual incentives, profit sharing, gain sharing, and stock plans, exert direct impacts on employee
performance (Naidu & Satyanarayana, 2018). Zafar et al. (2020) surveyed 200 respondents from public

75 of 85



Alsaif, American Journal of Business Science Philosophy, 2024, 1(1), 73-85.

universities, underscoring the pivotal role of compensation in bolstering employee performance. Permadi et
al. (2018) conducted quantitative research examining the influence of compensation and work environment
on employee performance, revealing positive associations between these factors. Additionally, Saman (2020)
highlighted through interviews, observations, and literature review that compensation positively affects
employee performance. A competitive salary not only attracts and retains top talent but also amplifies
individual performance and enhances overall organizational productivity (Elrayah & Semlali, 2023).
Implementing a sustainable reward system, as advocated by Elrayah and Semlali, contributes positively to
sustainable employee performance within organizations. Thus, the following hypothesis is proposed.

H3: Compensation influences on job satisfaction
2.4. Job Satisfaction

Job satisfaction is defined as the fulfillment individuals experience in their work environment. According to
Locke (1976), it represents an evaluation of one's overall experiences at work, focusing on feelings of pleasure
and satisfaction. Job satisfaction plays a crucial role in influencing productivity, absenteeism, performance,
and organizational commitment (Alamdar et al., 2012). Conversely, job dissatisfaction can have adverse effects
on organizational productivity. Research by Sousa-Poza (2000) supports the notion that job satisfaction
positively correlates with individual performance, indicating that satisfied employees often perform better.
Siengthai and Pila-Ngarm (2016) conducted a study examining the impact of job redesign and job satisfaction,
concluding that both factors significantly enhance employee performance. Additionally, Ramli (2018)
investigated the interplay between job satisfaction and compensation, emphasizing their combined effect on
employee performance. Thus, based on these insights, this study proposes the following hypothesis.

H4: Job satisfaction influences on task performance
Hb5: Job satisfaction influences on adaptive performance

Heé: Job satisfaction influences on contextual performance

Figure 1 provides a visual representation of the research model.

Int | Fact Employee Performance
nternal Factors Assessment
Work Environment |4 Task Performance
H1 H4
- H2 . . H5 Adaptive
Supervision Job Satisfaction P
Performance
H3 H6
. N Contextual
Compensation
Performance

Figure 1. Research Model.
3. Methodology

This research employs a cross-sectional study design to investigate the impact of various organizational
factors, such as work environment, supervision, and compensation, on employee job satisfaction and
performance in the service sector. The study utilizes a survey-based approach to gather data from participants
working in a service sector organization in the United States. Data were collected in March 2024 using an
online survey. The survey incorporated a 5-point Likert scale (ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 =
strongly agree) to measure responses for each construct. A total of 291 participants were recruited using a
convenience sampling technique. The data were screened for completeness and any missing or inconsistent
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responses were addressed. The survey included several measurement items adapted from established sources.
Work environment construct was measured using four items adapted from Nanzushi (2015) and Afrin et al.
(2023). These items assess various aspects of the work environment, including physical conditions, resources
available, and overall atmosphere. Supervision was measured with six items adapted from Menguc et al.
(2013). These items evaluated the extent to which employees perceive support, encouragement, and concern
from their supervisors. Compensation construct was assessed with four items adapted from Arif et al. (2019)
and Afrin et al. (2023). These items measured employees' perceptions of both financial and non-financial
compensation provided by the organization. Job satisfaction was measured with three items adapted from
Bienkowska and Tworek (2020). These items captured employees' overall satisfaction with their job, including
aspects such as enjoyment and contentment. Employee performance was evaluated across three dimensions:
task performance, adaptive performance, and contextual performance. The items for these dimensions were
adapted from Pradhan and Jena (2017). Task performance with six items measuring the efficiency and
effectiveness with which employees perform their core job tasks. Adaptive performance with seven items
assessing employees' ability to adapt to changes and new demands in the workplace. Contextual performance
with ten items evaluating behaviors that contribute to the organizational environment, such as cooperation
and initiative.

The collected data were analyzed using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to examine the relationships
between the constructs. SEM was chosen due to its ability to model complex relationships and test the validity
of the proposed hypotheses. This technique was used to assess the direct effects of work environment,
supervision, and compensation on job satisfaction and the subsequent impact of job satisfaction on various
dimensions of employee performance. Mediation analysis helped in understanding the mediating role of job
satisfaction between the organizational factors (work environment, supervision, and compensation) and
employee performance. Path coefficients were examined to test the proposed hypotheses and determine the
significance of the relationships. Descriptive analyses were conducted to summarize the demographic
characteristics of the sample.

4. Results

Table 1 presents the demographic characteristics of the 291 survey respondents working in a service sector
organization in the US. The gender distribution shows a slight majority of male respondents (55%) compared
to female respondents (45%). The age distribution reveals that the largest age group is 25-34 years, comprising
45% of the sample, followed by the 18-24 years age group at 27%. Respondents aged 35-44 years make up 14%,
while those aged 45-54 years and 55-64 years represent 8% and 5% of the sample, respectively. In terms of
education, the majority of respondents hold a Bachelor’s degree (60%), with 30% having a Master’s degree. A
smaller portion of the respondents have a high school diploma (7%) or a Doctorate degree (2%). Job level
distribution indicates that most respondents occupy mid-level positions (59%), followed by senior-level
positions (23%) and entry-level positions (18%). Regarding work experience, the majority of respondents have
2-3 years of experience (42%), followed by those with 4-6 years of experience (34%). Fewer respondents have
either very little experience (0-1 year, 10%) or a significant amount of experience (10+ years, 4%). This
demographic profile provides valuable context for understanding the survey results related to job satisfaction,
performance, and other organizational factors, ensuring a diverse representation of perspectives within the
service sector organization.

Table 2 presents the reliability and validity metrics for various constructs related to work environment,
supervision, compensation, job satisfaction, and different types of performance (task, adaptive, and
contextual). Item loadings for all the constructs above 0.7 threshold. The Cronbach's alpha values range from
0.717 to 0.849, indicating acceptable to good reliability across all constructs. Specifically, constructs like job
satisfaction and task performance exhibit particularly high reliability with Cronbach's alpha values of 0.763
and 0.849, respectively. Composite reliability values, which also reflect internal consistency, range from 0.717
to 0.888, demonstrating good to excellent reliability, particularly for job satisfaction (0.863) and task
performance (0.888). The Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values, which measure convergent validity, range
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from 0.526 to 0.678, indicating that all constructs have adequate convergent validity. Job satisfaction stands
out with the highest AVE of 0.678, reflecting good convergent validity.
Table 1. Demographic characteristics (n=291).

Frequency Percent

Gender
Male 159 55%
Female 132 45%
Age
18-24 80 27%
25-34 131 45%
35-44 42 14%
45-54 23 8%
55-64 15 5%
Education
High school diploma 21 7%
Bachelor degree 176 60%
Master degree 87 30%
Doctorate degree 7 2%
Job Level
Entry-level 51 18%
Mid-level 173 59%
Senior-level 67 23%
Experience
0-1 year 28 10%
2-3 years 122 42%
4-6 years 99 34%
7-10 years 31 11%
10+ years 11 4%

The discriminant validity of the constructs was assessed using the Fornell-Larcker criterion, as presented in
Table 3. The diagonal elements, representing the square root of the AVE for each construct, are all higher than
the corresponding off-diagonal correlations. For example, adaptive performance has a square root AVE of
0.779, which is greater than its correlations with other constructs such as compensation (0.533) and contextual
performance (0.613). Similarly, job satisfaction has a square root AVE of 0.824, which surpasses its correlations
with supervision (0.455) and task performance (0.767). This pattern is consistent across all constructs, including
work environment, supervision, compensation, and different performance types, confirming that each
construct has a higher shared variance with its indicators compared to others, thereby establishing good
discriminant validity.

The path analysis results presented in Table 4 reveal several significant relationships between the constructs.
The direct effects show that work environment (3 = 0.349, p = 0.000), supervision (3 = 0.207, p = 0.001), and
compensation (3 = 0.415, p = 0.000) significantly influence job satisfaction, thus supporting hypotheses H1, H2,
and H3. Furthermore, job satisfaction has a strong positive effect on task performance (3 = 0.767, p = 0.000),
adaptive performance (3 = 0.705, p = 0.000), and contextual performance (3 = 0.367, p = 0.011), confirming H4,
H5, and H6. The mediation effects were also significant. For instance, the work environment impacts task
performance through job satisfaction (3 = 0.267, p = 0.000), supporting H7. Similarly, compensation (3 =0.318,
p =0.000) and supervision (3 = 0.405, p =0.002) influence task performance through job satisfaction, confirming
H8 and H9. The same pattern is observed for adaptive performance, with significant mediation effects from
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the work environment (3 = 0.446, p = 0.000), supervision ( = 0.405, p = 0.000), and compensation (3 = 0.493, p
= 0.000), supporting H10, H11, and H12, respectively. Additionally, the mediation effects on contextual
performance through job satisfaction are significant for work environment (3 = 0.305, p = 0.023), supervision
(P =0.401, p = 0.031), and compensation (3 = 0.569, p = 0.025), confirming H13, H14, and H15. These results
highlight the critical role of job satisfaction in mediating the effects of work environment, supervision, and

compensation on various performance outcomes.

Table 2. Measurement Model.

Constructs Loadings Cronbach's C(')ml.)(fsite Average variance
alpha reliability extracted (AVE)

Work Environment 0.717 0.817 0.532

WE1: “My workplace provides an undisturbed environment

without any noise that gives me alone time to perform my 0.718

duties”

WE2: “I am happy with my office space and arrangement” 0.8

WE3: “My furniture is comfortable enough to enable me to 0.758

perform my job without getting tired”

WE4: “A better work environment (spacious office, enough 0.8

lighting, etc.) will make me perform better at my job”

Supervision 0.735 0.815 0.526

SP1: “My manager is very concerned about the welfare of 0.756

those under him/her”

SP2: “My manager is willing to listen to work-related 0.753

problems”

SP3: “My manager can be relied upon when things get difficult 0.721

at work”

SP4: “My manager gives me sufficient information about work 0.759

goals”

SP5: “My manager gives me feedback on my performance” 0.714

SP6: “My manager gives me feedback on how I can improve 0.79

my Performance”

Compensation 0.782 0.779 0.576

CML1: “I feel  have been paid in accordance with the level of 0.733

ability of the company”

CM2: “I was satisfied with the compensation I received” 0.785

CM3: “With the level of education I have, I was happy with 0.812

the compensation I received”

CM4: “I feel that I receive payments based on the results of my 0.787

work”

Job Satisfaction 0.763 0.863 0.678

JS1: “Generally speaking, I'm very happy with this job” 0.792

JS2: “Basically, I really like the type of work I do in this 0.831

position”

JS3: “I often think about resigning from work” 0.847

Task Performance 0.849 0.888 0.572

TP1: “I use to maintain high standard of work” 0.821

TP2: “I am capable of handling my assignments without much 0.778

supervision”

TP3: “I am very passionate about my work” 0.759

TP4: “I know I can handle multiple assignments for achieving 0.758

organizational goals”.

TP5: “I use to complete my assignments on time” 0.787
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Loadings Cronbach's Composite Average variance

Constructs o
alpha reliability extracted (AVE)

TPé6: “My colleagues believe I am a high performer in my 0.817
organization”
Adaptive Performance 0.786 0.754 0.535
AP1: “I use to perform well to mobilize collective intelligence 0.849
for effective team work”
AP2: “I could manage change in my job very well whenever 0.828
the situation demands”
AP3: “I can handle effectively my work team in the face of 0.769
change”
AP4: “I always believe that mutual understanding can lead to 0.79
a viable solution in organization”
AP5: “I use to lose my temper when faced with criticism from 0.767
my team members (R)”
AP6: “1 am very comfortable with job flexibility” 0.723
AP7: “I use to cope well with organizational changes from 0.716
time to time”
Contextual Performance 0.785 0.717 0.562
CP1: “I used to extend help to my co-workers when asked or 0.761
needed”
CP2: “I love to handle extra responsibilities” 0.727
CP3: “I extend my sympathy and empathy to my co-workers 0.762
when they are in trouble”
CP4: “I actively participate in group discussions and work 0.753
meetings”
CP5: “I use to praise my co-workers for their good work” 0.786
CP6: “I derive lot of satisfaction nurturing others in 0.755
organization”
CP7: “I use to share knowledge and ideas among my team 0.756
members”
CP8: “I use to maintain good coordination among fellow 0.79
workers”
CP9: “I use to guide new colleagues beyond my job purview” 0.811
CP10: “I communicate effectively with my colleagues for 0.826

problem solving and decision making”

Table 3. Discriminant Validity (Fornell-larcker criterion).

Adaptive . Contextual Job . Task Work
Performance Compensation Performance  Satisfaction Supervision Performance  Environment
Adaptive Performance 0.779
Compensation 0.533 0.751
Contextual Performance 0.613 0.683 0.612
Job Satisfaction 0.625 0.623 0.567 0.824
Supervision 0.393 0.613 0.507 0.455 0.652
Task Performance 0.644 0.61 0.512 0.767 0.465 0.756
Work Environment 0.507 0.609 0.596 0.597 0.597 0.607 0.729

The R-square values in the Figure 2 indicate the explanatory power of the independent variables on the
respective dependent variables. Job satisfaction has an R-square value of 0.464, meaning that 46.4% of the
variance in job satisfaction is explained by work environment, supervision, and compensation. For task
performance, the R-square value is 0.588, suggesting that 58.8% of its variance is accounted for by job
satisfaction. Adaptive performance has an R-square of 0.498, indicating that job satisfaction explains 49.8% of
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its variance. Lastly, contextual performance has the highest R-square value at 0.628, meaning that 62.8% of its

variance is explained by job satisfaction.

Table 4. Path Coefficients.

Standard T P
Paths Beta L. L. Results
deviation statistics  values

Work Environment -> Job Satisfaction 0.349 0.058 5971 0.000 H1 is accepted
Supervision -> Job Satisfaction 0.207 0.066 4.105 0.001 H2 is accepted
Compensation -> Job Satisfaction 0.415 0.069 5.982 0.000 H3 is accepted
Job Satisfaction -> Task Performance 0.767 0.029 26.862 0.000 H4 is accepted
Job Satisfaction -> Adaptive Performance 0.705 0.032 22212 0.000 HS5 is accepted
Job Satisfaction -> Contextual Performance 0.367 0.066 5.545 0.011 Hé is accepted
Work Environment -> Job Satisfaction -> Task Performance 0.267 0.047 5.682 0.000 H?7 is accepted
Compensation -> Job Satisfaction -> Task Performance 0.318 0.056 5.697 0.000 H8 is accepted
Supervision -> Job Satisfaction -> Task Performance 0.405 0.051 6.105 0.002 H9 is accepted
Work Environment -> Job Satisfaction -> Adaptive .

0.446 0.043 5.657 0.000 H10 is accepted
Performance
Supervision -> Job Satisfaction -> Adaptive Performance 0.405 0.047 9.105 0.000 H11 is accepted
Compensation -> Job Satisfaction -> Adaptive Performance 0.493 0.053 5.522 0.000 H12 is accepted
Work Environment -> Job Satisfaction -> Contextual .

0.305 0.026 2.276 0.023 H13 is accepted
Performance
Supervision -> Job Satisfaction -> Contextual Performance 0.401 0.014 8.082 0.031 H14 is accepted
Compensation -> Job Satisfaction -> Contextual .

0.569 0.031 2.247 0.025 H15 is accepted
Performance

Work Environment Task Performance
0.588
(4]
0.349 (0.000) 0.767 (0.000)

0.207 (0.001)

0.415 (0.000)

0.705 (0.000)

Job Satisfaction\

0.367 (0.011)

Adaptive Performance

Contextual Performance

Figure 2. Structural Model.
5. Discussion
The findings from the analysis provide profound insights into the relationships between work environment,
supervision, compensation, job satisfaction, and various performance outcomes. Firstly, the significant direct

effects of work environment, supervision, and compensation on job satisfaction underscore the importance of
these factors in fostering employee contentment. The path coefficients for work environment (3 = 0.349),
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supervision (3 = 0.207), and compensation (3 = 0.415) reveal that while all three factors significantly contribute
to job satisfaction, compensation exerts the strongest influence. This indicates that employees place
considerable value on financial rewards, which aligns with existing literature emphasizing the role of adequate
and fair compensation in enhancing employee motivation and retention (Hartika et al., 2023; Susanto et al.,
2023). A supportive work environment and effective supervision also play crucial roles, though to a slightly
lesser extent, in creating a satisfying work experience for employees (Latifah et al., 2024). The path coefficients
further reveal that job satisfaction significantly influences task performance (3 = 0.767), adaptive performance
(P =0.705), and contextual performance (3 = 0.367). Specifically, the strong impact of job satisfaction on task
performance highlights that when employees are content with their jobs, they are more likely to perform their
core duties effectively and efficiently (Jufrizen et al., 2023).

The mediation analysis shows that job satisfaction effectively transmits the positive effects of work
environment, supervision, and compensation to performance outcomes. The indirect effects of work
environment on task performance (3 = 0.267), adaptive performance (3 = 0.446), and contextual performance
(P =0.305) through job satisfaction emphasize the holistic impact of a supportive work environment on overall
performance. Similarly, the indirect effects of supervision on task performance (p = 0.405), adaptive
performance (3 = 0.405), and contextual performance (3 = 0.401) highlight the importance of effective
leadership in enhancing employee satisfaction and performance. Compensation's indirect effects on task
performance (3 = 0.318), adaptive performance (3 = 0.493), and contextual performance (3 = 0.569) further
underscore the necessity of fair and adequate financial rewards in motivating employees to excel in their roles.
The R-square value for job satisfaction (0.464) indicates that while work environment, supervision, and
compensation significantly contribute to explaining job satisfaction, there remains a substantial portion of
unexplained variance. The high R-square values for task performance (0.588), adaptive performance (0.498),
and contextual performance (0.628) suggest that job satisfaction is a robust predictor of these performance
outcomes.

The study highlights the intricate relationships between work environment, supervision, compensation, job
satisfaction, and performance outcomes, underscoring the pivotal role of job satisfaction as a mediator.
Organizations aiming to boost employee performance should focus on creating a supportive work
environment, providing effective and empathetic supervision, and ensuring fair and adequate compensation
(Iriani et al., 2023). By addressing these areas, organizations can enhance job satisfaction, which in turn will
lead to improved task performance, adaptive performance, and contextual performance (Wahyudi et al., 2023).

The study's findings hold significant implications for both theoretical understanding and practical application
within organizational contexts. The identification of job satisfaction as a pivotal mediator underscores its
critical role in influencing various performance outcomes, highlighting the importance of prioritizing
employee well-being in organizational management strategies. The direct effects of work environment,
supervision, and compensation on job satisfaction emphasize the need for organizations to invest in creating
supportive work environments, fostering effective leadership, and ensuring fair and competitive
compensation packages. By addressing these factors, organizations can enhance job satisfaction levels among
employees, leading to improved task performance, adaptive performance, and contextual performance.
Moreover, the mediation effects of job satisfaction on the relationship between organizational factors and
performance outcomes highlight the interconnectedness of these variables. This suggests that efforts to
improve job satisfaction can have far-reaching effects on employee performance, retention, organizational
culture, and customer satisfaction. Organizations should implement strategies addressing workload and
compensation, while fostering a positive work culture, growth opportunities, and work-life balance. These
broader organizational initiatives can contribute to long-term sustainability, employee well-being, and overall
organizational success. Furthermore, the study's findings underscore the importance of considering individual
differences and contextual factors in understanding job satisfaction and its impact on performance outcomes.
Future research should continue to explore these nuances to develop more tailored interventions and
strategies that cater to the diverse needs and preferences of employees within different organizational settings.
Future research could build on these findings by investigating additional factors that impact job satisfaction
and performance. Investigating the role of organizational culture, opportunities for professional growth,
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work-life balance, and other intrinsic job characteristics could provide deeper insights into how these variables
interact with job satisfaction and performance outcomes. Additionally, longitudinal studies could examine
how changes in work environment, supervision, and compensation over time impact job satisfaction and
performance, offering a dynamic perspective on these relationships. Furthermore, cross-cultural studies could
investigate how these relationships might vary across different cultural contexts, providing a more global
understanding of the factors that drive job satisfaction and performance.

6. Conclusion

This study has shed light on the intricate interplay between organizational factors, job satisfaction, and
performance outcomes. Through meticulous analysis, several key findings have emerged. Firstly, job
satisfaction has been identified as a central mediator, effectively transmitting the influence of work
environment, supervision, and compensation onto performance metrics. This underscores the crucial role that
employee contentment plays in organizational success. Additionally, the direct effects of work environment,
supervision, and compensation on job satisfaction highlight the significance of fostering conducive work
environments, supportive leadership, and fair reward systems. Furthermore, the study underscores the
tangible impact of job satisfaction on various performance outcomes, including task performance, adaptive
performance, and contextual performance, emphasizing the importance of prioritizing employee well-being.
These findings have broader implications for organizational management, suggesting that investing in
initiatives aimed at enhancing job satisfaction can yield substantial benefits in terms of employee retention,
organizational culture, and customer satisfaction. Moving forward, future research should explore additional
factors influencing job satisfaction and performance, delve into longitudinal effects, and consider cross-
cultural variations to provide a more nuanced understanding of these dynamics. In essence, this study
underscores the critical importance of prioritizing job satisfaction in organizational strategies to foster a
productive, engaged, and successful workforce.
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