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KEY FACTORS OF PROFESSIONAL WELL-BEING

Abstract

As companies grow in numbers and in terms of the quality and complexity of the products and
services they offer, the human factor is becoming an essential competitive advantage in the market. Thus,
many companies are facing fierce competition for talent, looking for people who are educated in the field,
creative and dedicated to the company that hired them. In this context, prioritizing the well-being of our
colleagues at work and thinking about ways to keep them satisfied and productive becomes essential with
everyone being responsible for it. If the people in our lives are as important to our happiness as research
suggests, it makes sense to investigate how we relate to others, how we create relational networking, how
we cooperate in teams, how conflicts are managed or how we build our persuasion strategies or emotional
attachment.

Keywords: emotional well-being, career, performance, organizational culture

l. INTRODUCTION

Organizational culture is often implicit and develops organically over time from the traits
and values of the people the company employs. It refers to the beliefs and behaviors that determine
how employees and management of a company interact and manage transactions outside of the
business. Recently, employers have begun to promote a culture of well-being in order to attract
and retain top talent. This involves not only aspects related to personality traits such as honesty,
agreeableness, conscientiousness or openness, but also interpersonal and communication skills, as
well as managing healthcare costs. However, a culture of well-being should not just be a slogan or
a generic health program. Rather, it should become a mindset, an ethos or even a cultural
orientation in the workplace. In this way, real well-being can be authentically embedded in the
daily activities of employees and the organization as a whole. Unfortunately, a culture of wellness
has largely been a slogan and delegated to HR to tactically manage healthcare costs. Real wellness
is not a program, it’s not a topic, but rather a mindset, an ethos, or most successfully, a cultural
orientation in the workplace. According to a 2019 Gallup study, if employees had higher well-
being in the first year, they tended to have higher engagement at work in the second year, as well
as increased positive change in well-being in the second year. An even more recent study was
conducted to assess well-being, and higher well-being among employees leads to higher
productivity and ultimately tangible benefits to a company’s bottom line, according to a meta-
analysis of 339 independent research studies. Another recent and comprehensive study (GOV.UK
— Review of the evidence on employee well-being and its potential impact on workplace
performance) suggests that improving well-being will lead to improved workplace performance:
in terms of profitability (financial performance), work productivity and the quality of outputs or
services. Job satisfaction — including aspects such as satisfaction with training, opportunities for
personal and skills development, how much autonomy employees have in their role and how much
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they have the opportunity to relate to others, use their own initiative and influence decisions, shows
a strong and positive link with workplace performance. The Romanian language explanatory
dictionary generally defines the term organization as: “A group of individuals, legal entities or the
state having an independent organization, its own assets (in order to achieve a goal) and legal
personality (institution, enterprise)” (dexonline, n.d.). Keeping the contextual framework formed
exclusively by individuals, | emphasize the mention: the achievement of a goal, an objective or a
series of objectives that, in a desirable situation, aims to fulfill two main functions: the good of the
organization and the good of the employees who compose it. Absolutely justified, this "win-win",
a term used since the 1920s by the pioneer in management and human resources, Mary Parker
Follett, makes its presence felt in the business environment even now, more than 100 years later,
in a competitive organizational environment, which manifests a dynamism unprecedented in the
history of the human race. (Bluestein, 2011). Aiming to fulfill very well-defined goals, which
result not only in maintaining an organization on the business market but also in expanding the
customer portfolio, the range of services offered, increasing the quality of manufactured products,
developing ways of delivery, streamlining interactions with potential customers, corporate
attention will always be directed towards a single term: performance, regardless of the field of
activity. Quantified in value by achieving the ratio between the result obtained and the totality of
human resources, materials, time, necessary to carry out the activity or task from which it derives,
performance is closely linked to efficiency. In general, a high-performing employee is an efficient
employee, but what exactly characterizes such a person? More precisely, what should be
considered as a mandatory condition to be met so that we can talk about a positive change in
efficiency - performance - yield? To provide an answer to this question, current research verifies
whether and to what extent the well-being of employees can influence performance in the
workplace. An employee with a good general condition will be able to relieve himself of non-
professional aspects more easily, will know and properly own his role in the organization, will
manage and direct his physical and mental energy efficiently, will be a good colleague, a good
boss, a good teacher, whenever the situation requires it.

1. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

I1.1. Research objectives

The general purpose of the research is to investigate a possible association between
employee well-being, for the group of participants subject to the study, and their vision of their
own performance at work. 1. Identify a possible association between well-being in organizations
and performance at work.

11.2. Research hypotheses

It is assumed that there is a statistically significant correlation between well-being in
organizations and performance at work.

11.3. Study participants

The group of subjects registered in this research is composed of 74 people over 18 years old,
employees of the Sales department of a banking institution, which operates in the territory of
Dobrogea, in two counties (Constanta and Tulcea), 16 stores allocated to 7 branches: Constanta,
Medgidia, Murfatlar, Navodari, Cernavoda, Mangalia and Tulcea. The gender distribution is 9 men
and 65 women, with the distribution of subjects by function, according to the Romanian
Classification of Occupations (COR): 36 Sales Representatives with collection duties; 5 Cashiers
with sales duties; 10 Personal Banking; 18 Cashiers; 2 Commercial Support; 2 Coordinators. Their
seniority within the company ranges from 2 years to 22 years, and they are registered with the



following employment dates: 1999 —2004: 5 people; 2005 —2010: 12 people; 2011 —2016: 39
people; 2017 —2021: 18 people [4].

Table 1 — Absolute and percentage frequencies for the dichotomous variable “Gender”,
categorical, nominal type.

Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Masculin 9 12.2 12.2 12.2
Valid Feminin 65 87.8 87.8
Total 74 100.0 100.0 100.0

According to Table 1, the disproportionate share between subjects is observed, where men
represent 12.2% of the total of 74 participants and women 87.8%.
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Fig. 1 — Distribution of participants by age range, in the form of a bar chart.

11.4. Instruments used and working procedure

Two instruments were used in this research, detailed in detail in the following lines:

1. Organizational Well-being Scale (UWES)

This questionnaire includes 17 items composed of small statements in the form of statements
to which the subjects expressed their opinion by selecting an answer allocated on a 7 point Likert
scale, where:

- Never,

- Almost never/A few times a year or less,

- Rarely/Once a month or less,

- Sometimes/A few times a month,

- Often/Once a week,

- Very often/A few times a week,

- Always/Daily.



Scoring was performed by summing the corresponding scores on three particular subscales:
Vigor, Dedication, Absorption and dividing the individual results obtained by the number of items
corresponding to each subscale. The final result of this test was the equivalent of the sum of the
three subscores divided by 3.

2. Griffin's Workplace Performance Scale

Structured in the form of 27 statements, divided into 9 categories of 3 items each, this
questionnaire evaluates workplace performance using a 5 point Likert summative scale as follows:

- To a very small extent,

- To a small extent,

- To some extent,

- To a large extent,

- To a very large extent.

The final scoring was performed by summing all the scores obtained by the participants. The
working procedure involved transposing the two questionnaires into the Google Forms application
and the instruments were sent to all subjects for completion only in electronic format. After the
administration interval expired, all responses were collected in a report in .xIsx format and
downloaded from the application server. The processing and preparation of the database pursued
two main goals:

- the appropriate scoring of the results of the 74 study participants, by following the specific
working instructions for each instrument applied;

- the structuring of the collected information in a format that allows a compatible level of
their import into the SPSS application.
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“4 Masculin 4650 am 4 .94 112
5 Masculin A56-50 ani 4 .59 110
s Masculin 26-35 am 4. 35 110
7 Masculin 26-35 anl 4 .18 108
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9 Masculin 36-50 ani 4 .12 106
10 Feormimn IG-50 6571 125
11 Feminmn 26G-35 am 6 66 123
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13 Femimin 36-60 am 6. G6 112
14 Femimn 3650 am L.665 122
15 Feminin 1025 ani 6. .59 121
16 Faminin paesta S50 ani .63 121
17 Faminin 26-35 ani 5 a1 121
18 Faminin paestae 50 ani 529 107
19 Faminin 3I6-50 ani 5.29 120
20 Farminin pente 50 ani 5 24 119
21 Formninin AG-50 ani 5 18 118
22 Feminin 26-36 ani 65 18 1186
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Fig. 2 — SPSS Database Extract, sorting information by gender

11.5. Descriptive statistics
In order to process the collected data, in this subchapter we will follow:



- analysis of the mean, median and mode, the values of these indices representing the
characteristics of the central tendency; subsequently, we will also evaluate:

- dispersion indicators, represented by the standard deviation and amplitude;

- distribution shape indicators, by analyzing the Skewness and Kurtosis values.

The purpose of these investigations is to properly establish the type of test necessary to be
used to validate the working hypothesis or confirm the null hypothesis. Based on the established
hypothesis, it is assumed that well-being would influence performance at work. From this, the
existence of two types of variables is deduced:

- Well-being Score in Organizations — the independent variable;

- Workplace Performance Score — the dependent variable.

Table 2 — Starting indicators for the “Well-being Score in Organizations” variable
Table 2 — Starting indicators for the “Well-being Score in Organizations” variable

Valid 74
N 0 4.6997
Missing 4.6800
Mean 4,122
Median .55668 .192
Mode 279
Std. Deviation -1.221 .552
Skewness 2.00
Std. Error of Skewness

Kurtosis

Std. Error of Kurtosis

Range

Minimum 3.71
Maximum 571

Having no missing values, all 74 scores are valid; the arithmetic mean of the scores obtained
is 4.69; the median has the value 4.68; the distribution is bimodal and the mode with the lowest
value is 4.12; the standard deviation is 0.55; the amplitude of the distribution is 2, with a minimum
of 3.71 and a maximum of 5.71
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Fig. 3 — Histogram for the variable “Organizational Well-being Score”, alongside the
normality curve of the distribution.

The Skewness coefficient has a value of 0.19 and the standard error value is 0.27; given that
this coefficient of 0.19 falls both within the 95% interval, (between -0.54 and +0.54), but also
within that of a single standard error, comprised in the value segment -0.27 and +0.27, it can be
stated that there is a possibility of at least 99% that the distribution of scores for the variable
“Organizational Well-being Score” is symmetrical;

Regarding the Kurtosis coefficient, -1.22, it does not fall within the interval defined by the
first standard error (-0.55 and +0.55) nor the second standard error (-1.1 ... +1.1); thus, it can be
stated that the distribution is not mesokurtic; as can be seen from graph 3, there is a leptokurtic
tendency of the distribution. Although the statistical interpretation of all the collected data has not
been completed, at this point in the analysis it is possible to establish concretely and correctly the
type of test used [5].

Considering the following: the frequency of scores for the independent variable, "Well-being
Score in Organizations" underlines that it is not unimodal and, taking into account the leptokurtic
tendency of the distribution, even if there is a possibility of at least 99% that it is symmetrical, the
type of the 2 variables will be ignored: continuous numerical for the independent variable "Well-
being Score in Organizations” and discrete numerical for the dependent variable "Workplace
Performance Score", and the use of the non-parametric Spearman correlation test will be required
to the detriment of the parametric Pearson correlation test. To statistically support the above, the
two normality tests were run simultaneously for both variables.

Table 3 — Normality tests for the variables “Organizational Well-being Score” and “Workplace
Performance Score”

Kolmogorov-Smirnov? Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.
Scor Stare de Bine in
Organizatii 154 74 .000 931 74 .001
Scor Performanta la locul de
munci 139 74 .001 950 74 .005




a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

The result of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (K-S 0.15 with 0.13, p = 0.00 with 001 < 0.05),
implies a failure to comply with the criterion of normality of the data distribution for the two
variables analyzed, so the use of non-parametric tests is required.

For the Shapiro-Wilk test (S-W 0.93 with 0.95, p = 0.01 with 0.05 < 0.05), the null hypothesis
regarding compliance with the criterion of normality of the data distribution for the variables in
question is invalidated, and non-parametric tests will be used [6].

11.6. Inferential statistics

Testing the working hypothesis: 1. It is assumed that there is a statistically significant
correlation between well-being in organizations and performance at work. Following the
administration of the 2 work instruments in the form of questionnaires, data from the 74 study
participants were collected and interpreted. To test the hypothesis, the non-parametric Spearman
correlation test will be used to measure the degree of association between the two variables.

Following the administration of the Spearman test, the rho correlation coefficient is 0.78
(1.56) at a significance level of p = 0.00 < 0.01 <0.05, which invalidates the null hypothesis, thus
confirming the working hypothesis, according to which, for the group under study, we can affirm
to a degree of at least 99% that there is a statistically significant correlation between well-being in
organizations and performance at work.

Since the value of the Spearman test is positive, we can speak of a direct proportional
relationship between the two variables; thus, there is an expectation, with a risk of error of less
than 1%, for the situation in which well-being in organizations will increase, this will also attract
the evolution of performance at work. Based on the statistical analyses performed on the results
obtained by the 74 participants in this study, the working hypothesis, according to which it is
assumed that there is a statistically significant correlation between well-being in organizations and
performance at work, was validated and confirmed[7].

I1.7. Research Limitations

The analysis of a large number of participants, diversified in terms of age category, social
background and gender, could significantly contribute to the results of future similar research.
Equally, the professional context under which the two work tools were electronically administered
could have attracted, at least in the case of some respondents, the provision of desirable answers.

1. CONCLUSIONS

Robust investment in the health and well-being of the workforce appears to be one of the
practices pursued by high-performing and well-managed companies. Positive financial results for
a company support the need to continue to cultivate a culture of well-being and a strategy that is
embedded in the ethos of the organization. Conversely, if employees are struggling or suffering,
this attitude negatively affects the overall workplace environment and team. Managers greatly
influence organizational culture, and if managers discuss and promote well-being as the norm, then
their employees are more likely to engage in well-being activities. If managers are not engaged,
then this employee cascade does not exist. Well-being is an ethos and a commitment to creating a
healthier, happier, and more productive workforce, community, and world. It is up to leaders
within organizations to focus on empowering and creating the conditions for employees to thrive
and be well personally, professionally, physically, and financially. There is growing recognition
of the importance of individual well-being both inside and outside the workplace. In an effort to



get the best out of their organization, many managers are choosing to adopt practices to increase
the well-being of their staff. Employers have the potential to influence the well-being of their staff,
which in turn will influence their performance. There is no one-size-fits-all approach, but if
employers are able to increase the well-being of their workforce, they are also likely to see
improvements in their workplace performance. There will be different factors that influence well-
being at an individual level, but detailed analysis of a wide range of research studies has suggested
that there are key factors for increasing well-being to boost performance overall. Where employees
have a degree of autonomy over how they do their jobs — this does not mean that people should
ignore established processes, but it could mean that staff have a level of discretion over how they
carry out their work. Involvement in organisational decision-making can also be beneficial. Good
communication and consultation is an element of this, as is having a voice in the workplace,
whether through unions or more direct forms of involvement.
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KO9CIBbUA 9JI-AYKATTBIH HEI'I3I'T ®PAKTOPJIAPBI

Tyiiin

Kommanusinap caHbl ’KoHE oJlap YCHIHATBHIH ©HIMAEP MEH KhI3METTEpAiH camlachl MEH KYPACIIiri
OolibIHIIIA ©CKEH CalbIH ajaM (akTOpbl HAPBIKTaFbl MaHbI3Abl O9CEKeNeCTiK apTHIKIIBUIBIKKA aifHaIyaa.
Ocbuiaiiia, KenrereH KOMIIAHMsUIap OChI canajia OuniMi 6ap, KpeaTUBTI jKOHE OJapJbl )KYMBICKA aliFaH
KOMITAaHUsIFa OepuIireH amamaapibl 137erM, TaJlaHTTap YIIH KaTaH OocekenecTikke Tam Oomaasl. OcCh
TYPFbI/IA )KYMBICTaFbI 9piNTECTEPIMI3AiH aJ-ayKaTblHa OACBIMABIK Oepy jKoHE OoJlapAbIH KaHaraTTaHybl MEH
OHIMUTITIH CakKTay >XOJAApbIH OWJIACTBIPY OPKIMHIH OFaH >KayanTbl OONybl VIINIH MaHbI3AbI OOJBII
tabbutanbl. Erep Oi3nmiH emipimizgeri agampap Oi3[iH TarabIPBIMBI3 YIIIH 3€pTTEYNIEp KOPCETKEHJCH
MaHbI3bl OoJica, 0613 OacKalapMeH Kajail KapbIM-KaThIHAC >KAaCaWTBIHBIMBI3bI, KApbIM-KaThIHAC JKETiCiH
Kajlail >KacalTHIHBIMBI3/bI, KOMaHAaJdapia Kajlail BIHTBIMAKTacaThIHBIMBI3IBI, KAKTBIFBICTAPABI Kajan
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K/IIOYEBBIE ®AKTOPBI IPO®PECCUOHAJIBHOI'O BJIAT'OIIOJIY YU A

AHHOTAIUA

[To mMepe Toro, Kak KOMIIAHUU PACTYT B KOJUYECTBE, KAUECTBE U CIOKHOCTHU IPEIIaracéMblX UMHU
MIPOJYKTOB M YCIIYT, 9€JIOBEUECKUH (PAKTOP CTAHOBHUTCS CYIIECTBEHHBIM KOHKYPEHTHBIM IPEUMYIIECTBOM
Ha peIiHKe. Takum 00pa3oM, MHOTHE KOMITAHUY CTATKHBAIOTCS C )KECTKOW KOHKYPEHIIMEH 3a TaJIaHThI, UIIyT
JIIOJICH, KOTOPhIE MMEIOT 00pa30BaHME B 3TOUW 00JIACTH, KPEATUBHBI U MPEJIaHbl KOMIIAHUH, KOTOpas UX
HaHs1a. B 3TOM KOHTEKCTE MPHOPHUTET OJIAromoNydusi HAIIMX KOJUIEr Ha padoTe W Pa3MBINIICHHS O
croco0ax MoMJep aHud WX YIOBIETBOPEHHOCTH W MPOAYKTHBHOCTH CTAHOBSATCS CYIIECTBEHHBIMHU, W
KakJIBIM HECET 3a 3TO OTBETCTBEHHOCTh. ECiM 11041 B HaIlleH KU3HU TaK BaXKHBI JIJI HAIIIErO CYACThs, KaK
MOKa3bIBAIOT UCCICAOBAHUS, UIMEET CMBICI HCCIE0BAaTh, KaK Mbl OTHOCUMCS K JIPYTUM, KaK MBI CO3/1aeM
pENSIUOHHBIE CeTH, KaK MBI COTPYJHAYaeM B KOMaHAaX, KaK yIpaBiseM KOH(MIMKTAMH WU KaK MBI
BBICTPAUBAEM HAIIM CTPATErHH YOSk ICHUS WM SMOIIMOHAIBHYIO TIPUBSI3aHHOCTD.
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