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Abstract: While it is generally assumed that employees who feel well are also productive, research
has shown that this is not always the case. Specifically, some employees seem to experience low
well-being while performing, and vice versa. As employee well-being and performance are both
required to achieve corporate sustainability, the purpose of this research was to identify energyrelated well-being/job performance profiles among 5729 employees from the Dutch division of a
large bank and identify their antecedents. Using latent profile analysis, we found five profiles: 1. low
well-being/low performance, 2. low well-being/medium performance, 3. high well-being/medium
performance, 4. high well-being/high performance, and 5. high well-being/top performance. Using
multinomial regression, we found that more learning and development opportunities, more social
support from colleagues, more autonomy, and less role-conflict were related to the high well-being
profiles. Second, more role clarity, more performance feedback, more autonomy, and less workpressure were related to the high- and top-performance profiles. Finally, communication and social
support from the manager were found to be relatively weak antecedents of the different profiles. This
study thus highlights that the job demands and resources of employees may affect their well-being
and performance.
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1. Introduction
In pursuit of economic viability and social responsibility, a growing number of organizations are striving to simultaneously address the interests and concerns of multiple
stakeholders. These companies are attempting to combine the pursuit of financial gains
and social goals (protecting the environment, promoting healthy living, and ensuring
employees’ health and well-being) [1]. In this context, management and employees are
two important internal organizational stakeholders. While the managerial perspective
remains dominant in the field of strategic human resource management (SHRM), there
have been recent calls to more closely consider the concerns of multiple stakeholders [2]
(p. 31) by exploring how win-win situations that directly both benefit employees and management can be achieved [3–5]. Empirical studies have demonstrated that high happiness
well-being (e.g., employees’ satisfaction with their work) and performance can go handin-hand [6,7]. Other studies, however, have shown that organizations striving to improve
their performance may also increase work intensity, which (unintentionally) negatively
affects employee health well-being (e.g., exhaustion) [2,7,8]. This indicates that simultaneously promoting happiness and health well-being, while stimulating job performance is a
challenging endeavor for organizations. Unfortunately, employee happiness well-being
has primarily been studied as means to achieve performance and health well-being in
parallel with performance [9], and the possibility that happiness, health, and performance
co-occur in complex patterns has largely been neglected in SHRM literature. Hence, prior
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studies have provided limited insights into how organizations can simultaneously address
the interests of managers and employees by creating sustainable jobs (high levels of performance combined with high levels of happiness and health well-being) [9]. Therefore,
this article investigates how employee well-being and job performance co-occur in various
combinations (reflecting different balances between management and employee interests).
Only recently have scholars begun to explore the co-occurrence of employee wellbeing experiences and performance behaviors at work by applying a person-centered
approach. The few empirical studies following this line of enquiry have revealed that
distinct types of employee well-being and employee well-being/performance profiles exist
e.g., [10–13]. For example, Tordera et al. [12] found evidence for four patterns of happiness
well-being and job performance, including a sustainable (happy-productive) and three unsustainable patterns (e.g., unhappy-productive). However, thus far, scholars have primarily
studied job performance together with positive happiness indicators of well-being at work
(e.g., life satisfaction and vigor), e.g., [10–13], while neglecting its negative health-related
indicators (e.g., emotional exhaustion), or they have studied indicators of well-being at
work only [10–12]. Positive happiness well-being and negative health well-being, however,
are seen as distinct, from a conceptual and empirical point of view [13–15]. Moreover,
some working conditions, such as large workloads, benefit positive indicators of happiness
well-being (e.g., satisfaction) and job performance but are harmful for negative indicators
of health well-being e.g., [16,17]. Therefore, we will investigate the combination of job
performance and a positive aspect of happiness well-being (vigor) and a negative indicator
of health-related well-being (emotional exhaustion). There are three justifications for investigating this particular combination. First, according to Schaufeli and Bakker [18], vigor
and exhaustion can be seen as largely independent states of energetic well-being. Second,
an increased proportion of employees feels exhausted at the end of the workday and less
vigorous [19]. Third, vigor and emotional exhaustion have profound implications for both
employees (e.g., life satisfaction) and organizations (e.g., financial performance) [20–22]. To
the best of our knowledge, scholars have not previously studied how positive and negative
indicators of well-being can be combined with job performance using a person-centered
approach; thus, this is our first contribution.
To better understand the energetic well-being/performance profiles, we will also answer the call of Benitez, Peccei and Medina [13] to explore their antecedents. Specifically, we
will investigate the role that work conditions play in shaping these well-being/performance
profiles following the job demands and resources (JD-R) model of Demerouti, et al. [23].
The JD-R model assumes that an employee’s job demands and resources affect their wellbeing and performance outcomes [18,24]. As many scholars have studied the effects of
job demands and resources on emotional exhaustion and engagement in isolation, we
will follow the Schaufeli and Taris [25] recommendation and study the effects of two job
demands and seven job resources on combinations of vigor, emotional exhaustion, and job
performance. Specifically, our second contribution is therefore to investigate whether job
demands and resources can serve as antecedents for our well-being/performance profiles.
In conclusion, by exploring various energy-related employee well-being and job
performance combinations, this study contributes to understanding whether different
employee well-being job performance profiles exist. Furthermore, by investigating the
antecedents of these profiles, our study may clarify what employees need for beneficial
well-being and performance outcomes. From a practical point of view, this may help
organizations to create sustainable jobs by offering the job demands and resources an
employee needs, thereby creating a win-win situation for employees and management.
1.1. Energetic Well-Being and Performance Profiles
As explained in the introduction, this study will investigate job performance and
feelings of vigor and emotional exhaustion. Although there are many ways to define
employee job performance, we will focus in this research on its traditional form: task
performance. “Task performance” refers to the proficiency with which a worker performs
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the tasks central to their function and includes, among other elements, the quantity and
the quality of their efforts [26,27]. Second, vigor is one of the three core elements of
engagement and is characterized by high levels of energy and mental resilience while
working [28]. According to Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker [28], the other
two core elements are dedication and absorption. Third, “emotional exhaustion” refers to
feeling depleted of one’s physical and emotional resources, and this is one of the three core
elements of burnout [29]. The other two core dimensions of burnout are depersonalization
and diminished personal accomplishment. Similar to vigor, emotional exhaustion is related
to the energetic component of well-being. As such, it has been argued in the past that
vigor and exhaustion are opposite poles on the same continuum [28]. However, while
testing their own assumption, Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker [28] found
that vigor and exhaustion were only weakly negatively related. In later work, Schaufeli
and Bakker [18] explained their finding, stating that, “Feeling emotionally drained from
one’s work ‘once a week’ does by no means exclude that in the same week one might feel
bursting with energy,” (p. 294) and concluding that, instead of being mutually exclusive,
these concepts should be seen as independent states. As vigor and emotional exhaustion
are both work-related energetic well-being types, while one is an indicator of positive
energy-related well-being and the other of negative energy-related well-being, we believe
they are well suited for this study.
A study of well-being and job performance in conjunction is a step away from the
variable-centered approach that has been primarily adopted by scholars. Although the
variable-centered approach is useful for distilling general patterns, Hofmans et al. [30]
argue that it is restrictive in its assumption that the research sample is homogenous. As
a consequence, it assumes that employees can be categorized as (un)happy, (un)healthy,
or (not) performing and ignores the possibility that employees have unique combinations
of well-being experiences and job behaviors. Prior research has shown that there may be
more complex combinations of well-being and performance. For example, scholars have
found that some employees can be unhappy and unproductive, whereas others are happy
but unproductive [10,12]. Furthermore, focusing exclusively upon employee well-being,
others have found that different well-being indicators can be at odds with one another.
Salanova, Del Líbano, Llorens, and Schaufeli [14], for example, found that employees
can feel vigorous while being unhappy; and Somers, Birnbaum, and Casal [15] identified
employees who felt both stressed and satisfied with their jobs. These findings are consistent
with the Bakker and Oerlemans [31] framework for subjective well-being, which indicates
that different combinations of feelings of activation and pleasantness are present in four
states of well-being (i.e., engagement, satisfaction, workaholism, and burnout). Finally,
previous research has shown that energetic well-being and performance indicators may
mutually influence one another, as employees who feel vigorous may have sufficient energy
to perform well, in contrast to those who feel emotionally exhausted [32,33].
To capture these potential combinations of job performance and positive and negative
energetic well-being, a person-centered approach is needed [30]. The person-centered
approach is useful for identifying employee profiles that differ on the qualitative and
quantitative levels [34]. As Meyer et al. [35] explain, quantitative differences occur when
employee profiles can be distinguished based upon their relative score—for example,
“high well-being/high performance” and “low well-being/low performance.” Qualitative
differences, on the other hand, emerge as explained by Meyer, Stanley and Vandenberg [35]
when the hierarchical order of the profile scores differ for certain groups, such as “low
well-being/high performance” and “high well-being/low performance”. There is initial
empirical support for the existence for employee profiles that differ on qualitative and
quantitative grounds. Applying this person-centered approach, researchers [10–12] have
studied a number of the positive well-being indicators (e.g., satisfaction) in conjunction
with job performance and found two synergetic patterns (i.e., high-high and low-low) and
two antagonistic patterns (i.e., high-low and low-high).
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On the basis of this line of reasoning and prior empirical work, it seems plausible
that two synergetic patterns (high well-being/high performance and low well-being/low
performance) and two antagonistic patterns (high well-being/low performance and low
well-being/high performance) could emerge from our data. Furthermore, additional
profiles in which the positive well-being indicators and negative well-being indicators are
at odds with one another could also be expected (e.g., low vigor-high performance-high
emotional exhaustion, high vigor-low performance-low emotional exhaustion). However,
as this is, to the best of our knowledge, the first to study positive well-being indicators
(vigor), negative well-being indicators, and performance (task performance) in conjunction,
we make no a priori predictions about the profiles we will identify within the data or
how many will emerge. This decision to make no predictions is consistent with previous
research applying a person-centered approach, e.g., [36,37] and fits the inductive nature of
this approach. Therefore, our first research question is as follows:
Research question 1: Are there distinct employee well-being profiles (vigor and emotional exhaustion) and performance profiles that vary quantitatively (level) and qualitatively (shape)?
1.2. Job Resources and Profiles
This section will discuss how job resources can result in different well-being
performance profiles. In the literature, four types of job resources are distinguished:
resources located at the organizational level (e.g., communication), the interpersonal level
(e.g., social support), the way in which the job is organized (e.g., role clarity), and the
task level (e.g., autonomy) [24]. In general, the JD-R model assumes a similar path for all
job resources. First, in line with effort-recovery theory [38], it is argued that providing
employees with job resources increases their external motivation to invest effort in their
work. Second, in line with self-determination theory [39], it is argued that employees who
receive job resources become intrinsically motivated, as these resources allow them to
fulfill their basic human needs for autonomy, relatedness, and competence. As a result,
the “motivational path” of the JD-R model argues that job resources cause employees to
feel more vigorous and achieve a higher performance [24,25,40]. In addition, employees
who possess more job resources have also been shown to perceive less strain, which makes
them less likely to experience feelings of feeling burned out [41]. While positive effects
on well-being and performance can be expected, Schaufeli and Taris [25] warn that the
same job resources will have differential effects on outcomes. Therefore, based upon the
work of Bakker and Demerouti [24], we will include seven types of job resources in our
study—namely, communication (organizational level); social support from colleagues
and the manager (interpersonal level); role clarity (organization of work); and learning
opportunities, autonomy, and performance feedback (task level). It can thus be assumed,
at a general level, that job resources will be related to positive well-being and performance
profiles. However, as their exact relationship with well-being/performance profiles has yet
to be explored, our second research question is as follows:
Research question 2: Do job resources (at the organizational, interpersonal, organization-of-work,
and task levels) differentiate employee well-being from performance profile?
1.3. Job Demands and Profiles
This section will discuss how job demands can result in different well-being/
performance profiles. In line the meta-analysis of Lee and Ashforth [42] and the model
of compensatory control [43], the JD-R model assumes that job demands have a negative
effect on well-being. Specifically, it is argued that, in a situation of high demand (e.g., work
pressure), employees try to protect their performance by increasing their effort. Although
employees can use various coping strategies to manage this (e.g., taking breaks), their
energy levels become drained if their job demands are high for a prolonged period of time.
As a result, the “health impairment path” of the JD-R model assumes that job demands
lead to emotional exhaustion and, more generally, to burnout [18]. Although research has
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consistently found that job demands lead to emotional exhaustion [25], the proposition of
the JD-R model that job demands are not directly related to engagement has been called
into question. In a meta-analysis, Crawford et al. [44] showed that specific job demands
are positively and directly related to engagement, whereas others negatively affect this
positive indicator of well-being. Consequently, they argue that there are two types of job
demand: challenging demands and hindering demands. Although both types of demand
lead to increased levels of emotional exhaustion, Crawford, LePine, and Rich [44] found
that challenging demands (e.g., work pressure) can motivate employees to perform. In
line with this, challenging demands have been found to be positively related to vigor and
performance [16,44]. In contrast, hindering demands (e.g., role conflict) are associated with
negative emotions that make employees less willing to invest energy into dealing with
them [44]. In line with this, hindering demands have been found to be negatively related
to vigor and performance [16,44,45].
Based upon the previous, it can thus be assumed that challenging demands and
hindering demands have different effects on task performance, vigor, and emotional
exhaustion. Therefore, we have included work pressure as a challenging demand and
role conflict as a hindering demand in our model, in line with prior work [24,46]. As few
scholars have explored the relationships between job demands and performance, vigor,
and emotional exhaustion together—much less in conjunction—our final research question
is as follows:
Research question 3: Do job demands (challenging and hindering) relate to different employee
well-being and performance profiles?
2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Sample and Procedure
For this research, a pre-existing dataset was taken from a large multinational company
operating in the financial sector. The company originated through a series of mergers in the
Netherlands, after which it expanded throughout the world. As of today, it is among the
largest 30 banks worldwide and has its head office within the Netherlands. To offer a work
environment that enhances well-being and enables employees to perform at their best, the
company collaborates with a consultancy agency to improve the vitality of its workforce
through 1. a self-assessment report for individual employees that provides insights into
its workers’ job demands, resources, and well-being, while offering tips and tricks for
improvement; and 2. departmental- and organizational-level reports, with insights for
management into workers’ job demands, resources, and well-being. To generate these
reports, surveys were distributed by the consultancy firm to all employees working in the
Netherlands (N = 18,230) in June 2020. In total, 8839 (31%) people filled out the survey.
Due to the sensitive topics assessed in this survey (e.g., work pressure), the survey
included no demographic questions. For similar reasons, we only had access to the fully
anonymized data set, which means that we cannot discuss the specific characteristics of
our sample. Instead, we will describe the characteristics of the entire population working
for this organization in the Netherlands. This population consists of those working for the
head office (n = 8413) and the Dutch division of the bank (n = 9817). There were similar
response rates for the head office workers (28%) and Dutch division workers (33%). In
this population, 64% of the workers are male and 36% are female. In addition, 2.31% are
aged under 25 years, 29% are 26–35 years, 28.4% are 36–45 years, 26.7% are 46–55 years and
13.7% are older than 56 years. Finally, 85.5% of the employees have Dutch nationality. As
the entire population was involved in this research, the functional areas included ranged
from sales agents up to the CEO of the organization.
Finally, as we made use of a pre-existing dataset, we requested and acquired the
approval of our university’s ethical review board after the dataset had been acquired.
Similarly, the data privacy officer of the organization granted us permission to use this data
for academic research after the primary purpose had been completed (e.g., providing selfassessment reports to employees and departments and organizational reports to managers).
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2.2. Measures
The survey offered by the consultancy firm was the “JD-R monitor.” This survey is a
commercialized online survey, developed based upon the JD-R model [25], in collaboration
with Prof. Dr. Wilmar Schaufeli, a leading scholar in this area. All rights to the items
and scales are reserved by the consultancy agency. To assess the reliability and validity
of the antecedents of the well-being/performance items, we conducted a confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) and reliability analysis. The CFA was conducted using the package
Lavaan (v.06-8) and the reliability analysis used the Psych package (v2.1.3) in R. Like
other researchers [47–49], we conducted a latent class analysis (LCA) on the item level to
identify the well-being and performance profiles. We did not conduct these analyses for
the included well-being and performance items.
Job resources: In total, seven job resources were included in this research. These
resources can be subdivided in four categories, according to Bakker and Demerouti [24]:
resources stemming from the organization at large, the way in which the work is organized,
interpersonal resources, and task resources. All resources were measured using three items
each. First, communication was included as a job resource at the organizational level. For
example, “I am sufficiently informed about developments within my organization.” The answer
scale for both variables ranged from “totally disagree” (1) to “totally agree” (5), and it
appeared to be sufficiently reliable (α = 0.68). Second, one type of resource concerned the
way in which the work was organized (“role clarity”). One example item is, “Do you know
exactly what is expected of you at work?” Answers were given using a Likert-scale, ranging
from “never” (1) to “always” (5). The scale was found to be reliable (α = 0.80). Third, two
types of resources associated with the interpersonal level were included—namely, social
support from colleagues and from (line) management. An example of an item for colleague
support is, “Can you count on your colleagues for help and support, when needed?”, and an
example for management support is, “Can you count on your line manager for help and support
when needed?”. The answer scales ranged from “never” (1) to “always” (5) and the reliability
of colleague support (α = 0.76) and manager support (α = 0.87) appeared to be sufficient.
Fourth and finally, three types of task-level resources were included: learning opportunities,
autonomy, and performance feedback. An example of the learning opportunities scale
is, “My job offers adequate opportunities for personal growth and development.” Second, “Can
you determine the content of your work?” is an example from the autonomy scale. Third,
for performance feedback, an example item is, “Does your line manager provide information
about how well you do your job?”. The respondents were, again, invited to answer on a
scale ranging from “never” (1) to “always” (5). The Cronbach alpha’s of the learning
opportunities (α = 0.86), autonomy (α = 0.80), and feedback (α = 0.76) scales indicated that
they were reliable.
Furthermore, two CFAs were conducted simultaneously for the seven job resources.
First, a unidimensional model was tested to verify whether the different dimensions should
indeed be treated as separate types of resource. The model fit indicators, specifically the
chi-square (χ2 ), comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR), indicated that the unidimensional model was a poor fit for the data (χ2 = 23,856 (189), CFI = 0.550, RMSEA = 0.148,
SRMR = 0.107). In contrast, the hypothesized model consisting of seven dimensions did
result in a sufficient model fit (χ2 = 3688 (168), CFI = 0.933, RMSEA = 0.060, SRMR = 0.038).
Therefore, all seven job resources were included as separate variables in the sequential
analyses.
Job demands: For this research, two job demands were included from two subcategories. Specifically, we included the hindering-demand role conflict and the challengingdemand work pressure [16]. Both job demands were measured with three items, using a
Likert scale ranging from “never” (1) to “always” (5). Role conflict was measured with
items such as, “Do you have to do things at work that you would prefer to do differently?” and
work pressure with items such as, “Do you have too much work to do?”. The scales for role
conflict (α = 0.76) work pressure (α = 0.80) appeared to be reliable. Again, we conducted
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a series of CFA for the items. First, the unidimensional model was tested again, with
all the items of both demands loaded onto one factor. As this model indicated a poor
fit (χ2 = 3587 (9), CFI = 0.660, RMSEA = 0.263, SRMR = 0.156), the hypothesized model
with the two separate demands was tested instead. This model appeared to fit the data
(χ2 = 144 (8), CFI = 0.987, RMSEA = 0.055, SRMR = 0.032). Consequently, role conflict and
work pressure were included in the sequential analyses.
Well-being: As explained before, both positive and negative facets of well-being were
included in this research. We included two items for each facet, and respondents answered
on a Likert-point scale ranging from “never” (1) to “always” (5). Vigor was included using
two items from the Utrecht work engagement scale [50], and an example is, “At work, I am
bursting with energy.” Emotional exhaustion was included using two items from the Utrecht
burnout scale of Schaufeli and Van Dierendonck [51], and an example is, “I feel burned out
at work.”
Performance: For performance, we included three items that used an 11-point Likertscale ranging from “totally dissatisfied” (1) to “totally satisfied” (11). An example of an
item is, “How would you rate the quality of your work in the past four weeks?”.
Finally, we investigated the correlations between the well-being and performance
items. This analysis showed that the two items on similar topics (i.e., vigor, emotional
exhaustion, or performance) had correlations ranging from 0.54 to 0.71. Between the
topics, the correlations between the items ranged between −0.41 and 0.32. Therefore, it
is concluded that neither the items nor their topics were redundant and different profiles
may appear when conducting an LCA on these seven items.
2.3. Analyses
To identify the relevant employee well-being/performance profiles, we used LCA.
At its core, LCA assesses whether the parameters of a statistical model vary for different
unobserved subgroups [52]. This means that LCA can be used to identify typical response
patterns for specific questions and identify sub-groups within the dataset. As such, it
is typically used as an inductive approach when the number of classes is not known
beforehand [36]. To determine the optimal number of profiles, the resulting models are
compared based upon their model fit, specifically the Akaike information criterion (AIC),
Bayesian information criterion (BIC), chi-square (χ2 ) and the G-square (G2 ), and the primary
goal is to select a fitting model with the lowest number of classes [49]. For the model fit
indicators used in this study, lower values indicate better performing models. Aside from
statistical criteria, the model should also be evaluated for its theoretical and empirical
interpretability. In line with Magidson, Vermunt, and Madura [49], we ran the LCA on
the item scores to identify meaningful response patterns in the data. For this purpose, we
used the package PoLCA (v1.4.1) in R. The parameters were estimated using the maximum
likelihood method, with 1000 iterations to identify different profiles within the data based
upon a pre-set number of classes. Rerunning the analyses with different numbers of classes
allowed us to identify the most suitable number of well-being and performance profiles.
Sequentially, we labeled the clusters by investigating their response patterns on the items
measuring vigor, exhaustion, and performance, and we assigned each respondent to their
predicted class using the PoLCA package. A new categorical variable was thus created
for each respondent to indicate their class membership. To verify the profiles, various
analyses of variance (ANOVAs) and Tukey’s multiple comparison tests were performed to
assess whether the mean scores of the vigor, exhaustion, and performance items varied
significantly between the profiles.
To assess which antecedents are predictive of the resulting profiles, we conducted a
multinomial regression analysis using the package Nnet (v.7.3-16). This analysis compared
the likelihood of an employee being a member of a certain profile with a referent group
based on a specific antecedent. To facilitate the interpretation of the results, the odds
ratio (OR) was calculated. The coefficients were transformed into an OR by taking the
exponential of the coefficients. The OR reflects “the change in likelihood of membership
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in a target profile versus a comparison profile associated for each unit of increase in the
predictor” [53]. Thus, an OR of 2 suggests that, with each unit-increase of a specific job
demand or resource, the likelihood of being a member of a specific profile is two times
higher than that of the referent profile. An OR under 1, for example 0.50, suggests that
the likelihood of profile membership is reduced by 50% in comparison to the referent
profile [53]. Finally, it should be noted that, as in other LCA studies (e.g., [14,36,37]), no
additional control variables were used in this analysis.
3. Results
3.1. Descriptives
Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, correlations, and Cronbach alphas of
the job demands and resources. As can be seen from this table, all job resources correlated
positively with one another and were typically negatively correlated with the job demands.
The exception to this were the correlations of work pressure with learning and development
(r = 0.03, p < 0.05) and performance feedback (r = 0.05, p < 0.01). Similarly, role conflict and
work pressure appeared to be positively related with one another (r = 0.30, p < 0.01).
Table 1. Correlations and descriptives of the antecedents.

1. Learning
opportunities
2. Communication
3. Role clarity
4. Colleagues social
support
5. Manager social
support
6. Feedback
7. Autonomy
8. Work pressure
9. Role conflict

M

SD

1

2

3

3.69

0.79

(0.86)

3.42
3.71

0.67
0.75

3.86

4

5

0.42 **
0.23 **

(0.68)
0.36 **

(0.80)

0.73

0.35 **

0.35 **

0.34 **

(0.76)

3.89

0.92

0.37 **

0.46 **

0.35 **

0.47 **

(0.87)

3.07
3.45
3.31
2.17

0.78
0.84
0.86
0.74

0.33 **
0.33 **
0.03 *
−0.23 **

0.42 **
0.27 **
−0.08 **
−0.34 **

0.36 **
0.09 **
−0.04 **
−0.29 **

0.47 **
0.21 **
−0.06 **
−0.23 **

0.54 **
0.23 **
−0.08 **
−0.23 **

6

7

8

9

(0.76)
0.23 **
0.05 **
−0.09 **

(0.80)
−0.03 **
−0.08 **

(0.80)
0.30 **

(0.76)

Note. M and SD represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. The Cronbach’s alpha is displayed on the diagonal. Values range
from 1–5 for all variables, for which 1 is the lowest score and 5 is the highest. * indicates p < 0.05. ** indicates p < 0.01.

3.2. Well-Being and Performance Profiles
As mentioned in the methods section, the number of classes was determined by an
inductive approach in which the number of classes was increased until the most statistically and theoretically suitable model had been found. The pre-determined number was
increased until the fit measures—such as the BIC and AIC—no longer indicated a model
improvement or until the model no longer converged. In Table 2, the model fit indicators
are presented for LCA solutions up to six classes. For seven classes, the model no longer
converged. As can be seen from the model, fit indices such as the BIC and AIC favor the
most complicated, six-class model, as both values are at their lowest point for this solution.
However, the difference in fit indices with the five-class model is relatively small, and the
six-class model often failed to replicate the solution. Moreover, in the six-class solution, a
profile consisting of a very small sub-set (4.36% of the sample) was created and the solution
appeared to be more difficult to interpret than the five-class solution. Therefore, the fiveclass solution was chosen as it statistically outperformed the other solutions and provided
the most meaningful solution from both the theoretical and the empirical perspectives.
The five-class solution is shown in Figure 1. As shown there, the first class (12.1%) has
low scores for all well-being and performance items (orange line). Therefore, we labeled this
the “low well-being/low performance” profile. The second class (19.7%) scored relatively
highly on the well-being items, but it had the second-to-lowest performance pattern of all
profiles (gray line). This profile was sequentially labeled the “high well-being/medium
performance” profile. The third class (21.5%) is characterized by its low scores on the
well-being items, but it scored mid-range for performance (blue line). Therefore, we
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labeled this class the “low well-being/medium performance” profile. The fourth class
(30.4%) scored highly on all well-being and performance profiles (blue line) and therefore
received the label of the “high well-being/high performance” profile. Finally, the fifth
group (16.2%) also scored highly on all well-being items, but it had a distinctively highperformance pattern (purple line). Therefore, we labeled this class the “high well-being/top
performance” profile.
Table 2. Summary of the latent class analysis (LCA) for the different models.
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Finally, it should be noted that the profiles we found differed in qualitative and quantitative terms. In terms of quantitative differences, we found three profiles that differ in
their levels of all vigor, exhaustion, and performance items (i.e., the “low well-being/low
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different across the five profiles, it is concluded that it is indeed possible to distinguish five
unique well-being and performance profiles, as identified in the LCA.
Finally, it should be noted that the profiles we found differed in qualitative and
quantitative terms. In terms of quantitative differences, we found three profiles that
differ in their levels of all vigor, exhaustion, and performance items (i.e., the “low wellbeing/low performance,” “high well-being/high performance,” and “high well-being-top
performance” profiles). In addition, we found two qualitative different profiles. One
combined low levels of well-being with medium levels of performance (i.e., the “low wellbeing/medium performance” profile) and the other combined high levels of well-being
with medium levels of performance (i.e., “high well-being/medium performance” profile).
Therefore, the results confirm the value of using the person-centered LCA method [35].
3.3. Test of Antecedents
To answer our second and third research questions, we investigated whether job
demands and resources were differentiated for the five profiles that we found. Specifically,
we used multinomial regression to test whether seven job resources (communication, role
clarity, social support from colleagues, social support from managers, learning opportunities, autonomy, and performance feedback) and two job demands (work pressure and
role clarity) determined profile membership. The results of this analysis can be found
in Table 3.
Organizational-level resources: Communication appeared to do relatively little to
distinguish our profiles, with two exceptions. First, employees who perceive higher
levels of communication were 1.3 to 1.5 times less likely to be in the “low well-being/low
performance” profile compared to the other profiles. Second, communication increased the
likelihood of membership in the “high well-being/high performance” profile relative to
“high well-being/medium performance” (OR = 1.22).
Organization of work: Having more role clarity appeared to increase the likelihood
of being in the high- or top-performance profile, in comparison with the low-to-medium
performance profiles. Especially noticeable in this regard was that more role clarity made
individuals 2.6 times more likely to be in the “high well-being/top performance” profile
than in the “low well-being/low performance” profile. Furthermore, compared with the
“low well-being/low performance” profile, greater role clarity increased the likelihood
of being in one of the two medium performance profiles (“high well-being/medium
performance” [OR = 1.36] and “low well-being/medium performance” [OR = 1.26]). Finally,
for the two high-performance profiles, greater role clarity increased the likelihood of
being in the “high well-being/top performance” profile, compared to the “high wellbeing/high performance” profile (OR = 1.52). This means that, of all the profiles, employees
with high levels of role clarity were most likely to fall into the “high well-being/top
performance” profile.
Interpersonal resources: Social support from the managers rarely appeared to be
predictive of class membership. The only exception was where this appeared to differentiate
between the “low well-being/medium performance” profile and two other profiles. First,
the likelihood of being in the “low well-being/low performance” profile decreased by
0.82 for employees with higher levels of social support from their manager in comparison
to the “low well-being/medium performance” profile. Second, employees with more
social support from their manager were more likely to be in the “high well-being/top
performance” profile, compared to the “low well-being/medium performance” profile.
Having social support from one’s colleagues appeared to be an important antecedent
of the profiles, as employees with more social support from their colleagues were more
likely to be a member of the high well-being profiles than the low well-being profiles.
Specifically, the ORs of the high well-being profiles ranged between 1.34 and 1.39 in
comparison to the low well-being profiles. When the two low well-being and three high
well-being profiles are viewed independently, social support from colleagues appears to
do little to differentiate between them.
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Table 3. Results of the multinomial regression.
Low WB-Low
Perf vs. High
WB-Med Perf

Low WB-Low
Perf vs. Low
WB-Med Perf

Coef.

OR

Communication

0.23 **

1.26

0.27 **

Role clarity

0.31 **

1.36

0.23 **

Social support (colleagues)

0.31 **

1.36

−0.02

0.98

Social support (manager)

−0.09

0.91

−0.20 **

0.82

Learning opportunities

0.52 **

1.68

0.16 **

1.17

Coef.

OR

Low WB-Low
Perf vs. High
WB-High Perf

Low WB-Low
Perf vs. High
WB-Top Perf

High WB-Med
Perf vs. Low
WB-Med Perf

Coef.

OR

Coef.

OR

1.31

0.42 **

1.52

0.39 **

1.48

0.05

1.26

0.54 **

1.72

0.96 **

2.60

−0.08

0.31 **

1.36

0.29 **

1.34

−0.33 **

0.72

−0.10

0.91

−0.04

0.96

−0.11

0.89

0.67 **

1.95

0.64 **

1.90

−0.36 **

0.70

Coef.

OR

High WB-Med
Perf vs. High
WB-High Perf
Coef.

OR

1.05

0.20 *

0.92

0.23 **

High WB-Med
Perf vs. High
WB-Top Perf

Low WB-Med
Perf vs. High
WB-High Perf

OR

1.22

0.17

1.18

0.15

1.16

0.12

1.13

−0.03

0.97

1.25

0.64 **

1.90

0.31 **

1.36

0.73 **

2.07

0.42 **

1.52

0.00

1.00

−0.02

0.98

0.33 **

1.39

0.31 **

1.37

−0.02

0.98

−0.01

0.99

0.05

1.05

0.10

1.11

0.16 *

1.18

0.06

1.06

0.15 **

1.16

0.13

1.13

0.51 **

1.67

0.49 **

1.63

−0.03

0.97
1.24

Coef.

OR

High WB-High
Perf vs. High
WB-Top Perf

Coef.

Coef.

OR

Low WB-Med
Perf vs. High
WB-Top Perf

Coef.

OR

Performance feedback

0.11

1.12

0.09

1.10

0.24 **

1.27

0.45 **

1.57

−0.02

0.98

0.12

1.13

0.33 **

1.40

0.14 *

1.15

0.35 **

1.42

0.21 **

Autonomy

0.17 *

1.19

−0.05

0.95

0.23 **

1.26

0.32 **

1.39

−0.22 **

0.80

0.06 **

1.06

0.15 **

1.17

0.28 **

1.33

0.37 **

1.45

0.09

1.10

Work pressure

−0.13 *

0.88

0.39 **

1.47

0.12

1.12

0.36 **

1.44

0.51 **

1.67

0.24 **

1.28

0.49 **

1.63

−0.27 **

0.76

−0.02

0.98

0.25 **

1.28

Role conflict

−0.69 **

0.50

−0.06

0.94

−0.79 **

0.45

−0.48 **

0.62

0.63 **

1.87

−0.10

0.90

0.21 *

1.23

−0.73 **

0.48

−0.42 **

0.66

0.31 **

1.36

Note: Coef. and OR represent the multinomial logistic regression coefficient and odds ratio, respectively. The abbreviations WB refer to well-being, perf to performance, med to medium and vs. to versus.
* = p < 0.05, ** = p < 0.01.
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Task resources: Learning opportunities, performance feedback, and autonomy appeared to be important antecedents of our profiles. First, having more learning and
development opportunities increased the likelihood of an employee being in one of the
three high well-being profiles, in comparison with the low well-being profiles. Specifically,
the ORs of the high well-being profiles ranged between 1.67 and 1.90, in comparison to
the “low well-being” profiles. When the two “low well-being” and three “high well-being”
profiles are viewed separately, only two differences are observed. First, compared to the
“low well-being/low performance” profile, employees with high learning and development opportunities were more likely to be in the “low well-being/medium performance”
profile (OR = 1.17). Second, employees with higher levels of learning and development
opportunities were 1.16 times more likely to be in the “high well-being/high performance”
profile than in the “high well-being/medium performance” profile.
Second, it appeared that employees with higher levels of performance feedback were
more likely to be among the two high-to-top performance profiles than the three lowto-medium performance profiles. For example, these employees were 1.57 times more
likely to be a member of the “high well-being/top performance” profile than the “low
well-being/low performance” profile. Furthermore, although having more performance
feedback did not appear to differentiate the three low-to-medium performance profiles,
it did increase the likelihood of being in the “high well-being/top performance” profile,
compared to the “high well-being/top performance” profile (OR = 1.24).
Third, having a high degree of autonomy appeared to increase the chances of being
in the three high well-being profiles. Specifically, compared to the two low well-being
profiles, the OR of being in one of the three high well-being profiles ranged from 1.19 to
1.45. Furthermore, having higher autonomy increased the likelihood of being in the highor top-performance profile, compared to the low or medium performance. Specifically,
the ORs of the high-performance profiles ranged between 1.06 and 1.45 in comparison to
the low-to-medium performance profiles. However, while more autonomy increased the
likelihood of being in the “high well-being/high performance” profile, compared to “high
well-being/medium performance,” this was only by a small degree (OR = 1.06).
Conclusion on job resources: In conclusion, it appears that job resources have distinct
effects on well-being and performance profiles. In general, employees with more learning
opportunities, social support from their colleagues, and autonomy are more likely to fall
into the three high well-being profiles than the two low well-being profiles. Furthermore,
employees with more role clarity, performance feedback, and autonomy are more likely to
be in the two profiles characterized by high performance than in the three medium-to-low
performance profiles. Finally, although there were some differences between the profiles,
communication and social support from the manager did little to differentiate between the
profiles. However, employees who scored highly for communication had a lower chance of
being in the “low well-being/low performance” profile than in any of the other profiles.
Challenging demands: Work pressure appeared to be an important differentiator
for the profiles. Most notable was that greater work-pressure made employees 1.28 to
1.67 times less likely to be in the “high well-being/medium performance” profile. Furthermore, having more work-pressure made employees more likely to be in the “low
well-being/medium performance” profile than in the “low well-being/low performance”
profile (OR = 1.47). Additionally, exposure to high work-pressure decreased the likelihood of being in the “high well-being/high performance” profile, in comparison with the
“low well-being/medium performance” profile (OR = 0.76). Finally, high work-pressure
increased the likelihood of being in the “high well-being/top performance” profile, compared to the “low well-being/low performance” (OR = 1.44) and the “high well-being/high
performance” profiles (OR = 1.28).
Hindering demand: Generally, it appeared that perceptions of high role-conflict
decreased the likelihood of being in one of the three high well-being profiles, in comparison
with the two low well-being profiles. Specifically, the OR of being in one of the three high
well-being profiles—compared to the two low well-being profiles—ranged from 0.45 to
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0.66. Most notable was that, for individuals with high levels of role conflict, the chances
of being in the “high well-being/high performance” profile decreased by 55%. However,
higher levels of role conflict increased the chances of an employee to be in the “high wellbeing/top performance,” in comparison with the other two well-being profiles. Specifically,
role conflict increased the likelihood of being in the “high well-being/top performance”
profile by 1.23, compared with the “high well-being/medium performance” profile, and by
1.36 compared with the “high well-being/high performance” profile.
Conclusion of job demands: Lower levels of work pressure increased the likelihood of
an employee being a member of the “high well-being/low performance” profile. Furthermore, while differences between specific profiles were found, it appeared that greater work
pressure was generally associated with the two higher well-being and (top) performance
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4. Discussion
The aim of this study was to increase our understanding of how organizations can
create jobs that are sustainable from the perspectives of both employee well-being and
job performance. To do so, we first used LCA to identify well-being and performance
profiles. Five energy-related employee well-being and job performance profiles emerged
from the data. These profiles differed on quantitative and qualitative grounds. Specifically,
we found three profiles that differed quantitatively (1. low well-being/low performance,
2. high well-being/high performance, and 3. high well-being/top performance) and two
profiles that differed qualitatively (4. low well-being/medium performance and 5. high
well-being/medium performance). As each profile consisted of a substantial proportion of
our sample (between 12.1% and 30.4%), these outcomes support the existence of relevant
and theoretically meaningful energy-related employee well-being/performance profiles.
Second, we explored whether two job demands and seven resources predicted wellbeing/performance profile membership. Most notably, having more learning opportunities,
autonomy, and social support from colleagues and less role-conflict increased the likelihood
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of an employee being in one of the three high well-being profiles. Having more role clarity,
performance feedback, and autonomy each increased the chances of being a member of the
high- or top-performance profiles. Furthermore, employees with low work-pressure were
typically in the “high well-being/medium performance” profile, while employees who
perceived little communication had a higher likelihood of being in the “low well-being/low
performance” profile than in the other profiles. In general, though, communication and
social support from the manager did little to differentiate our profiles. In sum, these
findings indicate that job demands and resources relate differently to employee wellbeing/performance profiles.
Although to the best of our knowledge, this is the first study of job performance and
positive (vigor) and negative (exhaustion) energetic well-being indicators, the profiles that
we found are mostly consistent with previous findings on performance/well-being at work
profiles. While focusing upon performance in combination with positive well-being indicators, other researchers have similarly found low well-being/low performance and high
well-being/high performance profiles together with low well-being/high performance and
high well-being/low performance profiles [10–12]. In contrast to those results, our findings
indicate that there may be an additional fifth profile for employees who show superior
job performance over the high/high profiles. This “high well-being/top performance”
profile consisted of a substantial part of our sample (16.2%). In addition, while our findings do not suggest qualitative differences between the positive and negative well-being
indicators, other scholars who have focused exclusively on well-being profiles have found
qualitative different patterns [14,15]. For example, Salanova, Del Líbano, Llorens, and
Schaufeli [14] note that, aside from high well-being and low well-being profiles, employees
who have high energy while working but derive no pleasure from it (e.g., workaholics)
also exist. In contrast, a recent study by Benitez, Peccei, and Medina [13] only found
quantitative differences between positive and negative well-being indicators (e.g., low/low
and high/high profiles). Although vigor and emotional exhaustion were not found to be
highly correlated, in line with Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker [28], this
does call into question the benefits of including multiple well-being indicators in a study
of well-being/performance profiles. As we only included energetic well-being indicators
in our model, future research is needed to consider other types of well-being (e.g., stress,
meaningfulness) and determine whether the inclusion of different well-being indicators
helps to identify profiles from a qualitative perspective.
Turning to the antecedents of these five profiles, the first point to note is the general
pattern that those employees with more resources and fewer hindering demands and
more work-pressure are more likely to be in the “high well-being/high performance” and
“high well-being/top performance” profiles, compared to the three low well-being and
low-to-medium performance profiles. This finding is consistent with the JD-R’s “motivational path,” which argues that job resources increase employee well-being and performance [24,25,40]. Our findings are also in line with the Crawford, LePine, and Rich [44] distinction between challenging demands and hindering demands. Specifically, these authors
argue that challenging demands—such as work pressure—enhance employee well-being
and performance, whereas hindering demands—such as role conflict—decrease well-being
and performance, in line with the “health impairment path” of the JD-R model [18,44].
Second, employees in the high well-being/top performance profile appear to have
more role clarity, performance feedback, work pressure, and role conflict, in comparison
with employees in the “high well-being/high performance” profile (30.4%). While it is
consistent with the literature that a higher level of job resources and work pressure can lead
to more favorable performance outcomes [18,44], it is surprising that those with more role
conflict are also more likely to be in the top performance profile. However, as employees
within the top-performance profile also had more role clarity, it may be that role conflict
is considered to be inherent to their job and is, therefore, not seen as a negative, as is
normally the case for hindering demands, according to Crawford, LePine, and Rich [44].
Consequently, employees who expect role conflict due to their role clarity may have their
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expectations fulfilled by perceiving role conflict in practice, which would be in line with
the finding of Ayala, Silla, Tordera, Lorente, and Yeves [10] that happy-productive employees perceive their psychological contract to be fulfilled, whereas unhappy-unproductive
employees do not. Consequently, future research could investigate by whom role conflict
is perceived as a hindering demand and by whom as challenging demand.
Third, a closer look at the different qualitative profiles suggests two possible explanations for membership of the “low well-being/medium performance” profile. Specifically, compared to the “low well-being/low performance” profile, employees in the “low
well-being/medium performance” profile appeared to have more learning opportunities,
communication, role clarity, and work pressure and less support from their managers. On
one hand, and in line with the JD-R model, it may thus be argued that because these specific
resources primarily relate to the task level and there is higher work pressure, employees
may be more enabled and motivated to perform [24,44]. On the other hand, as relationship
with one’s supervisor has appeared to be related to well-being [54], it may be that the
relatively low social support from the manager for this group—compared to the levels
of the “low well-being/low performance” and “high well-being/medium performance”
profiles—may lead to its low well-being. Alternatively, the manager may be more likely
to provide social support to employees who have lower well-being scores when they also
have lower job performance.
Finally, for the other qualitatively different profile (“high well-being/medium performance”), it appeared that having more work-pressure increased the likelihood of being
in the “high well-being/high performance” and “high well-being/top performance” profiles, compared to “high well-being/medium performance.” This is consistent with the
notion of Crawford, LePine, and Rich [44] that challenging demands can be motivating.
Furthermore, this finding may hint at the existence of the boosting effect described on
a few occasions in the literature [55]. The boosting effect suggests that the positive effects of job resources on engagement can be strengthened by certain job demands [25],
such as work pressure. This is conceptually different from the buffering effect, which
suggests that job resources may compensate for high job demands [55]. As interaction
effects between job demands and resources have only been found on a few occasions [24],
more research is required to explore whether such interactions may predict employee
well-being/performance profile membership.
4.1. Limitations and Directions for Future Research
Several limitations for our research should be considered. First, due to data privacy
and ethical considerations, we only had access to an anonymous dataset, comprising survey
data gathered at one point in time. This means that we were unable to enrich our data with
data from other sources such as the supervisor or human resources (HR) system. Therefore,
our outcomes may have been subject to common method bias [56]. To reduce the potential
for this issue in the future, we recommend that researchers combine data sources. For
instance, performance ratings from the manager and other well-being indicators, such
as absenteeism data, could be included in the LCA. Furthermore, to assess whether job
demands and resources lead to certain profiles—or if it is the other way around—and to
investigate the dynamic nature of these profiles in more detail, we recommend longitudinal
(intervention) studies.
Second, the research was conducted with a single company (albeit a large one) that
operates at the national and international levels, and it included a sample of all staff,
from low-ranking up to high-ranking workers in a variety of functions (such as sales,
accounting, compliance, stockbroking, and HR), each based in the company’s Dutch
division or head office. This one company provides an example of the possibilities of using
LCA to distinguish the different profiles/categories of staff with respect to the balance or
imbalance between well-being and performance and related job resources and demands.
Owing to the increasing availability of survey-based data in large companies [57], other
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firms could conduct similar analyses to discern the profiles found in their own organizations
and make improvements to the mixes of available resources and challenging demands.
Third, in this research, no interaction effects between job demands and resources were
used to predict membership of the well-being and performance profiles. We made this
choice because of the limited empirical evidence [24] and theoretical consensus on these
effects. For instance, whereas the JD-R model has traditionally only focused on buffering
effects in which job resources can compensate for high demands, boosting effects have
recently been introduced to explain how job demands can strengthen the positive effects
of job resources [58]. Furthermore, although some researchers have suggested that job
resources should be matched to job demands to find significant interaction effects, others
have shown that job demands and resources that have conceptually little in common are
able to boost engagement [55]. Considering that well-being and performance profiles are
relatively underexplored, we made the choice not to further complicate our research by
also investigating these interactions. Nevertheless, some of our findings do hint to the
existence of interaction effects, such as the “high well-being/top performance” profiles
experiencing both role clarity and role conflict. Therefore, in line with other scholars [59],
we recommend that future researchers explore these possible interactions between job
demands and resources.
Finally, as the well-being and performance profiles that we found in this study reflect
patterns of realized outcomes of organizations across (some of the) financial and social
goals, future research could also use the distribution of these profiles as organizationallevel proxies for the intensity with which organizations engage in corporate sustainability.
In addition, the distribution of well-being and performance profiles could serve as an
indicator or outcome of the organization’s perspective on the employment relationship.
Using the profiles, scholars could, for example, identify the proportion of individuals in an
organization who have sustainable work (those belonging to the “high well-being/high
performance” profile) and investigate whether these organizations are more likely to adopt
a mutual investment approach. A company with a mutual investment approach is one
that typically invests heavily in its employees (e.g., providing training and development
opportunities) and expects high employee contributions in return [60].
4.2. Practical Implications
This research has several practical implications. First, a little over half of our sample
provide support for the hypothesis that employees who feel well also perform well e.g., [61].
However, 41.2% of our sample was in one of the two profiles characterized by a trade-off
between well-being and performance. This means that managers—preferably in close
cooperation with their HR business manager—should consider these complex employee
well-being/performance patterns when deciding upon an intervention. For example, to
increase well-being and performance, managers should increase the job resources to which
an employee has access if the individual is in the “low well-being/low performance” profile.
These valuable job resources include learning and development, sufficient autonomy, and
proper performance feedback. However, to increase the performance of the “high wellbeing/medium performance” profile, work pressure should be increased. The latter is in
line with the Crawford, LePine, and Rich [44] assumption that challenging demands may
motivate employees to perform.
Second, the largest single profile (30.4%) is the “high well-being/high performance”
group, while relatively few are in the “low well-being/low performance” (12.1%) or
“high well-being/top performance” (16.2%) profiles. This shows that situations in which
employees have very limited resources and high hindering demands (“low well-being/low
performance”) are relatively rare and there is more to gain by further improving the
performance levels of the “high well-being/high performance” group. Based upon our
research, we suggest that managers could achieve this by enhancing the role clarity and
feedback of employees in the “high well-being/high performance group.” This could be
done, for example, by being particularly attentive to role clarity when employees are new
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to their job during the socialization phase [62]. Alternatively, a manager may also work on
his or her own style of feedback, making sure not to fall into the trap of micromanagement
and instead focusing on the targets to be achieved and facilitating conditions (such as role
clarity). This should ensure that employees are more receptive to feedback e.g., [63].
5. Conclusions
In pursuit of economic viability and social responsibility, many organizations strive
to create jobs that increase employee well-being and organizational performance. Taking
a person-centered approach, we identified five employee energy-related well-being and
performance profiles, of which some have trade-offs (e.g., “low well-being/medium performance” and “high well-being/medium performance”). As each profile appears to be
predicted by distinct job demands and resources, this study sheds light on the difficult task
of creating jobs that are beneficial to both organizations and their employees.
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