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 In the beginning of the fourth industrial revolution, competition in acquiring and retaining best talents in concert 
with talents’ unfamiliarity of what they will face and obtain in the course of working at a company are two 
major problems. It is essential for a company to make its employees satisfied and pleased with their jobs. These 
very satisfaction and pleasure are hoped to serve as a key for motivating employees to perform and contribute 
their best for the company. Numerous research studies have proven the positive effect of work well-being on 
job performance, but the findings came with inconsistencies and controversies. This fact has caused reluctance 
in a good many companies to invest in their employees’ work well-being. A survey of 509 millennial employees 
in the Indonesian startup digital industry was conducted in this research. The results show that employee’s work 
well-being had a significant, positive effect on job performance. Theoretically, this research has contributed in 
responding to inconsistencies in literature. It is hoped that this research will also offer practical contribution to 
individual employees as well as human resources department and increase company executives’ confidence in 
making organization-related strategic decisions to attain sustainable performance. Finally, we propose a number 
of intervention suggestions for performance improvement through work well-being. 
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1. Introduction 
 
In the beginning of the fourth industrial revolution, competition in acquiring and retaining best talents in concert with talents’ 
unfamiliarity of what they will face and obtain in the course of working at a company are two major problems (Amelia, 2018; 
Schwab & Samans, 2016), reflecting changes in employer-employee relationship (Gratton, 2011). With regard to talent and 
skill, the world now is facing shortages (BCG, 2012; Manpower, 2014). This brings companies’ attention to the necessity of 
re-identifying the manners in which human resources’ strategic roles are seen. Many high-profile companies even assert that 
people are the key for company’s success. But why is it important for them to invest in people? Employees are not necessarily 
motivated by various employee development and employee engagement programs as well as benefit and advancement oppor-
tunities to contribute to a company (Colquitt et al., 2017). It becomes essential, then, for companies to make their employees 
satisfied and pleased with their jobs. These very satisfaction and pleasure are hoped to serve as a key for motivating employees 
to perform and contribute their best for them (Gratton, 2011; Schotanus-Dijkstra et al., 2016). Numerous research studies have 
proven the positive effect of work well-being on job performance (Etrugul, 2013; Moniz & de Jong, 2014; Tenney et al., 
2016; Warr & Nielson, 2018), but some came with a multitude of inconsistencies and controversies, for example, Kagan 
(2016), Murphy et al. (2015), as well as Oswald et al. (2015). This fact has caused reluctance in a good many companies to 
invest in their employees’ work well-being. In view of this, this research was conducted with the purpose of quantitatively 
examining the effect of employee’s work well-being on job performance. As explained by Kim and Ploychart (2014), job 
performance is the basis for the economy as a whole. It establishes organizational performance and even contributes to the 
economic growth of a country. 
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The evidence of employee’s well-being’s influence on job performance will be of a considerable use to individual employees, 
human resources department management, and, especially, company executives for strategic decision-making. Organizational 
management strategies that apply positive approaches through well-being improvement involve the whole organization and 
considerable human resources and are long-term-oriented. This research was carried out in the hope that to increase strategic 
decision makers’ confidence in making investment in human resources, especially in employee’s work well-being. In this 
manner, the strategies devised by the company are expected to have a positive effect on its individual employees, organization, 
and the public in general, with no party feeling threatened and, because of that, protesting against these strategies, and hence, 
the company will be enabled to grow and sustain its existence (Warr & Nielsen, 2018). 
 

2. Literature Review 
 

2.1 Work Well-being 
 

Scientific studies on well-being (often equated with happiness) are built on two primary philosophical bases: hedonic per-
spective or happiness and eudaimonic perspective or self-actualization (Woyciekoski et al., 2012). Hedonic perspective (sub-
jective well-being, SWB) is related to experiences of pleasure and displeasure (Giacomoni, 2004), highlighting an individual’s 
subjective aspect or personal evaluation in their life (Diener & Chan, 2011; Diener et al., 2010). In this perspective, an ideal 
well-being condition is characterized by high levels of positive affect and life satisfaction and low levels of negative affect 
(Deci & Ryan, 2008). Meanwhile, the eudaimonic perspective construes well-being as more than just happiness. This per-
spective puts an emphasis on psychological well-being and regards happiness as a vital part of well-being, but not as the only 
indicator, requiring the accompaniment of other self-fulfillment indicators (Albuquerque & Trocolli, 2004; Ryff, 1989; 2013). 
In other words, well-being is not just a transient subjective state, but is inclusive of potential development and attempts to 
achieve a better life (Diener & Chan, 2011; Keyes & Simoes, 2012). Researchers have exerted a great deal of effort to develop 
instruments for well-being studies based on the abovementioned two perspectives. Among these instruments are the Satisfac-
tion with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985), the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (Watson et al., 1988), the Scales of 
Psychological Well-Being (Ryff & Keyes, 1995), the Questionnaire for Eudaimonic Well-Being (Waterman et al., 2010), and 
the Flourishing Scale (Diener et al., 2010; Seligman, 2011). The Flourishing Scale, an instrument for measuring well-being, 
comprises five aspects, namely positive emotions, engagement, relationship, meaning in life, and accomplishment or achieve-
ment. Seligman (2011) calls these aspects in short as PERMA. The Flourishing Scale later gains popularity among many 
researchers from different countries as an instrument for well-being after addressing the shortcomings found in earlier well-
being measurement instruments (including Fonseca et al., 2015; Huppert & So, 2013; Schtanus-Djikstra et al., 2016; Silva & 
Caetano, 2013; Sumi, 2013). All of the research studies show high levels of reliability (Cronbach’s alpha > 0.80). This research 
measured employee’s well-being construct by the Flourishing Scale which had previously been adjusted to the job context. 
This scale has been acknowledged to possess two major advantages over other well-being measurement instruments. First, 
this instrument is based on the integration of SWB and PWB (Sumi, 2013). Second, it is proven to have a fairly high level of 
internal consistency ( > 0.80).  
 

2.2 Job Performance 
 

The job performance measured in this research referred to performance as behavior (Colquit et al., 2017). One form of this 
sort of performance is called construct job performance (Campbell & Wiernik, 2015; Fay & Sonnentag, 2010; Koopmans et 
al., 2013). This research measured job performance in four dimensions by means of self-report: task performance; contextual 
performance; adaptive performance; and innovative performance. This subjective way of measurement was selected as it had 
been proven better at predicting future behaviors than was traditionally the case when objective indicators were used (Reijonen 
& Komppula, 2007; Wach et al., 2016). Behavior-based employee performance measurement development departed from 
Murphy’s (1989) and Campbell’s studies (1990), which explicate that individual employee performance is a latent construct 
whose measurement cannot be performed in a direct manner. Campbell and Wiernik (2015) later defined job performance as 
the behavior of an individual employee which has relevance with their organization’s goal. Three key points in the definition 
are worth noting: (1) performance is defined as the behavior itself rather than the outcomes of the behavior; (2) performance 
encompasses only the behaviors that are relevant with organizational goals; and (3) performance is a multidimensional con-
struct. Motowidlo et al. (1997) described performance construct in two dimensions, namely task performance and contextual 
performance. Task performance is defined as how an employee behaves to fulfil their job description, while contextual per-
formance is defined as a behavior that supports organizational, social, and psychological environments and is consistent with 
the organization’s goal. In response to recent environmental dynamics, Sinclair and Tucker (2006) as well as Haneberg (2011) 
added the dimension adaptive performance as a discrete domain in job performance measurement. This dimension focuses on 
interdependent development, uncertainties in a work system, and constant changes in a work setting. In later time, Shipton et 
al. (2016) as well as Spanuth and Wald (2017) developed a measurement of innovative or creative behavior as an added 
dimension that should be considered in performance measurement. This dimension is defined as the degree to which an em-
ployee generates, promotes, and maintains fresh ideas that may benefit their organization. 
 
3. Hypothesis development 
 

The broaden-and-build theory of positive emotion (Fredrickson, 2009) explains that happy individuals have positive emotions 
that stimulate their minds to broaden in responding to environmental stimuli. A number of studies have showed that happy 
employees tend to receive better evaluation from their supervisors and earn higher income than their peers (Koo & Suh, 2013; 
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Warr & Nielson, 2018). Another study by Tenney et al. (2016) concluded that happy employees tend to be more competent 
than averager. It has also been concluded that happy employees have better productivity and performance (Oswald, Proto, 
and Sgroi, 2015; Bouckenooghe, Raja, and Butt, 2013). Kaufman and Sternberg (2010) described happy employees as more 
creative and innovative in completing their works, while Jiang and Tagard (2014) point out that happy employees are not 
resistant to innovations, work in team better, and support firm performance in general. Previously, De Neve and Oswald 
(2012) concluded that work well-being can predict an individual’s job performance in the future. Based on the description 
above, the following hypothesis is proposed. 
 

H1: Work well-being has a positive effect on job performance. 
 

3.1 Research Method 
 

This research is a field study with a quantitative method and cross-sectional design. Data collection was performed by a 
questionnaire survey of respondents who voluntarily consented to participate in this study. The data were collected from 
respondents’ self-report with maintenance of anonymity, and it was hoped that they would answer according to the real con-
dition and avoid such biases as social desirability and consistency motives (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Measurement of work 
well-being and job performance was performed by questionnaires, each of which used 6-point Likert scale to avoid central 
tendency bias (DeVellis, 2017), starting from (1) “strongly disagree” to (6) “strongly agree”. Convenience sampling was 
selected for this research. Despite its weakness in its generalization capability, this sampling technique was deemed appropri-
ate for studies which involve psychological perceptions and individual self-reference in that the respondents would be willing 
to complete the questionnaires administered voluntarily (Podsakoff et al., 2003). We carried out a survey from April to June 
of 2019 on the employees of ten major companies (seven of which belonged to the unicorn category) in the startup digital 
industry in Indonesia. To test the hypothesis and the model’s fitness with the data, this research used the structural equation 
modeling. Following Anderson and Gerbing (1988), the data analysis was conducted in two stages. First, the analysis was 
conducted on the measurement model using the confirmatory factor analysis (Doll et al., 1994). Second, the analysis was 
conducted using the structural model analysis. The item validity was determined using a minimum standardized factor loading 
of 0.50 (Wijanto, 2015). Meanwhile, the reliability was determined using composite reliability measure through the calcula-
tion of construct reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE). The measurement would be declared reliable if the 
CR value was > 0.70 and the AVE value was > 0.50 (Wijanto, 2015). After the model was confirmed to be fit with the data 
using the goodness of fit test indicator (GoFI), the hypothesis was tested by comparing the t-value with the critical value (t > 
1.96,  > 0.05) to conclude whether there was significant correlation. 
 

4. Results and Discussion 
 

This research involved 509 respondents, consisting of 312 males and 197 females, with average age of 27.52 years (SD 2.351). 
Most of the participants had a bachelor’s degree (89.20 %). All control variables tested in this study (gender, educational 
level, and marital status) did not show a significant effect; thus, the control variable can be excluded from the research model 
(Spanuth & Wald, 2017). Next, structural equation modeling analysis was performed on the measurement model by using 
confirmatory factor analysis method, in which work well-being variable was analyzed in the 1st order while the variable of 
job performance was analyzed in the 2nd order. The results are presented in Table 1 below: 
 
Table 1  
Measurement Model using Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

Construct level Measurement indicator Coding Loading factor () 
Sig. 

(t-value) 

2nd-Order 1st-Order     
 Work Well-being Meaningfulness in work-life WWB1 0.76 19.11 
 AVE=0.611 Good social relation WWB2 0.65 15.48 
 CR=0.819 Engagement in work WWB3 0.51 11.3 
  Self-actualization WWB4 0.54 12.13 
  Independence WWB5 0.57 9.72 
  Pleasant state WWB6 0.86 22.06 
  Self-acceptance WWB7 0.72 18.08 

Job Performance Task Performance Task completion TP1 0.71 13.21 
AVE=0.664 AVE=0 735 Have work priority TP2 0.8 15.55 
CR=0.887 CR=0.892 Overcome limitations TP3 0.72 14.3  

Contextual Performance      
 Altruist behavior CP1 0.83 15.17  
 Sportive attitude CP2 0.73 16.45  
AVE=0.765 Civic virtue CP3 0.75 17.01  
CR=0.929 Courtesy CP4 0.8 17.56  
      
Adaptive Performance      
AVE=0.811 Learn new things AP1 0.86 14.79  
CR=0.876 Fast to adapt AP2 0.77 16.85   

Aware of new opportunities IP1 0.71 16.01  
Innovative Performance Generate new ideas IP2 0.79 15.66  
AVE=0.689 Promote new ideas IP3 0.78 15.59  
CR=0.899 Implementation of new ideas IP4 0.75 15.38 
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As Table 1 indicates, all indicators had loading factor value higher than the threshold value of 0.5 with t-value of 1.96, indi-
cating that all of the indicators had been valid in measuring each of the latent variables. Next, based on the value of AVE and 
CR, both in the 1st and 2nd order, all of the dimensions and the latent variables had exceeded their respective threshold 
(AVE>0.5 and CR>0.7), indicating that the dimensions and variables are reliable. Indicators and dimensions in this study are 
reflective (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). The next stage was the analysis of the structural model to determine whether the hy-
pothesis stating that work well-being affects job performance is acceptable. The first stage was examining the structural model 
fit the empirical data as shown by the indicators of Goodness of Fit (GoF). From the values of RMSEA=0.067, NFI=0.99, 
NNFI=0.98, CFI=0.99, SRMR=0.042, it can be concluded that the model fit the empirical data. Thus, hypothesis testing could 
be done. The testing was done by comparing the t-value measurement result with the critical t-value (alpha = 1.96 to 0:05 
two-tailed). The result obtained t-value of 12.63 (=0.80); thus, the null-hypothesis stating that work well-being had no influ-
ence on job performance was rejected and the research hypothesis (H1) that work well-being affects job performance was 
accepted. The determination coefficient (R2) value is 0.64, which means there is 64% variance of Job Performance which can 
be determined by Work Well-being, while the rest is determined by other factors. This is shown in Figure 1 below. 
 

 
Figure 1. Structural Model 

 
These results are in line with those of earlier studies by Bouckenooghe et al. (2013), Jiang and Tagard (2014), and Oswald et 
al. (2015). Employees who had positive emotions and were satisfied with their jobs had broader attention and mental flexibility 
that were critical to the completion of their tasks and responsibilities. Even well beyond that, they also felt that they had 
meaningful life, were able to contribute to their environment, and were respected by their colleagues. This sometimes moti-
vates them to go the extra-mile to support their company’s goal, even in unprecedented and creative ways. Happy employees 
are more productive than average (Oswald et al., 2015) and often generate novel ideas for the achievement of the organiza-
tion’s goals (Jiang & Tagard, 2014). This phenomenon can be explained by the broaden-and-build theory of positive emotion 
(Fredrickson, 2009). Positive emotions will build thought-action repertoires, which later will build personal resources, either 
physical, intellectual, social, or psychological. Positivity will rouse open mind-set and curiosity, which will induce individuals 
to explore their environment, be open to new possibilities, and enjoy new challenges in a more creative way. Failures, thus, 
will be taken as part of learning, whereby individuals will be able to adapt to environmental changes and eventually attain 
better performance. De Neve and Oswald (2012) as well as Dijkhuizen et al. (2017) then concluded that well-being could 
predict individual performance in the future. Next, the effect of Work Well-being on Job Performance can also be explained 
by Weiss and Cropanzano’s (1996) affective event theory. This theory explains that events in works can evoke affective 
reactions of individuals (often equated with emotion), which would then form work attitude. This becomes the basis of the 
establishment of performance. It also supports the theory that Work Well-being is seen as a process (means) to the behavior 
and not the goal (end) of the behavior. 

 
Furthermore, transactional stress theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) describes how individuals respond to environmental 
stimuli (stressors). One of stress coping mechanisms that individuals use is meaning-based coping. 
Although environmental challenges cause serious drain on resources, if the stimulus is considered to have a greater meaning, 
individuals may experience positive emotions and are motivated to perform well. This is shown by the indicator of meaningful 
work-life in measuring Work Well-being that contributes to the improvement of Job Performance. This study addresses the 
inconsistencies of previous studies (among others Tenney et al., 2016; Warr & Nielson, 2018) related to the effect of well-
being on performance. 
 
5. Conclusion and Suggestions 
 
This research has successfully proven the significant, positive effect of work well-being on job performance and answered 
the inconsistencies in previous studies. This will enable companies to improve their employees’ performance through positive 
approaches by stressing the aspects that will improve work well-being. Work well-being improvement programs are ones that 
need organizational engineering, involve considerable resources, have an effect on the organization as a whole, and are long-
term-oriented. Thus, the implementation of such programs requires commitment of the top management part in strategic 
decision-making. Interventions for improving employees’ work well-being can be administered at three levels. Primary level 
is aimed at engineering a work situation with an effect on individual well-being, including job-redesign, work culture change, 
flexible working, and work-life balance policies. Secondary level is aimed at improving individuals’ awareness, resilience, 
and capabilities in facing work stresses, for example, through better leadership and management practices. The interventions 
at this level may take the form of better recruitment and selection processes, development of management programs that are 
oriented to employees’ well-being improvement, stress management training, and healthy-lifestyle-oriented activities. Lastly, 
tertiary level is aimed at helping employees who are facing problems, either at work or in other aspects of their life, through 
counselling or employee’s assistance program. The results of this study also bring some implications as follows: First, social 
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scientists and even economists need to provide further attention to work well-being as one of the forces that affect perfor-
mance. Second, the results of this study are relevant to managers and human capital specialists because they provide conse-
quences for the firm's promotion policies. Moreover, finally, because work well-being has been proven to increase job per-
formance, the results of this study can also play a role at the microeconomic level even at the macroeconomic level, about 
how to produce self-sustaining spirals between human productivity and human well-being. 
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