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    Abstract: 

The concept of sustainable workplace well-being and how different it is 
from other types of well-being in organizational contexts has been 
seldom examined in the existing literature. This calls for further 
research in this area as there is no universally accepted scale for the 
measurement of sustainable workplace wellbeing. The purpose of this 
paper is to conduct a systematic review of literature on workplace well-
being and synthesize it with the concept of sustainable workplace well-
being is to develop a scale for the measurement and evaluation of 
sustainable workplace well-being. About fifty articles related to well-
being in organizational context were collected and scrutinized to 
differentiate workplace well-being from other types of well-being such 
as holistic well-being, subjective well-being, psychological well-being, 
emotional well-being, and employee well-being. We then carefully 
compiled the constructs and questionnaires used in these studies for 
measuring workplace well-being and summarized those in tabulated 
form for a holistic picture for scale development. Existing scales for 
measuring workplace well-being along various dimensions are 
compiled in tabular form for researchers. The outcome of the study is a 
movement from general workplace well-being to sustainable workplace 
well-being as a new construct postulated in the purview of the triple-
bottom-line approach of sustainable business strategy. Senior 
management and HR functionaries will get benefit by examining their 
workplace well-being strategy and practices along with their 
sustainability agenda. This study has made important theoretical and 
methodological contributions to the literature on sustainable workplace 
well-being.  

Keywords: Workplace well-being, responsible leadership, sustainable business practices  
 

I.   Introduction 
Sustainability and sustainable development are the key drivers of organization 

and their business strategies amid at UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and 
rising focus among the general public to run businesses in a way to take care of people 
and the planet while pursuing profitability. According to Di Fabio&Peiró (2018), the term 
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sustainable has been used in politics, technology, life sciences, economics, and business 
literature to denote the ability to achieve current aims without endangering future ones. 
Brundtland et al. (1987) explained sustainability and sustainable as the ability to protect 
the rights of future generations to enjoy the natural environment and access to basic 
amenities of life equitably. Harris (2003) offered the 3Es framework i.e. economy, equity, 
ecology (environment) as the key elements of the sustainable process and sustainable 
outcomes of technology, business strategy, and economic development outcomes.  
 

For millennia, philosophy and religion have had scholarly province on human 
well-being, with notables as Buddha, Aristotle, and Confucius weighing in via defining 
good life (Diener, Oishi, & Tay, 2018). Since the times of ancient Greeks, people are 
curious to know about “the good life” (Diener, 2009). What determines the quality of 
life? What are the factors that make life so desirable? The answer to these questions is 
that a person thinks and feels his life is desirable regardless of how other people see it. 
Recently, the focus has been shifted from good life towards the factors that lead people to 
experience their lives rewarding and worthwhile. Behavioral scientists, religious leaders, 
and philosophers have sought to prescribe what a quality life entails. Behavioral 
philosophers and scientists conclude that factors that lead to good human life are labeled 
as subjective well-being (Diener et al., 2018). Subjective well-being has various 
components and workplace well-being is one of those.  
 

Workplace well-being is an organizational obligation as better workplace well-
being that has positive impact on organizational performance (HERWANTO & UMMI, 
2017). Today’s business world is much more unpredictable, complex, and interlinked due 
to globalization and competition. Globalization is creating competition in international 
markets through volatility, uncertainty, ambiguity, and complexity (Pradhan & Hati, 
2019). In the current era, work-life consumes a major part of most workers’ lives. A 
recent Gallup report depicts that the average workweek for employees in the USA has 
risen to 46.7 hours, which is almost equal to one full day extra at work (Saad, 2014). 
Additional working hours are a big issue as 34% of Americans claim that they have to 
work for additional hours on weekends (A. L. Bartels, Peterson, & Reina, 2019). 
Additional working hours lead to burnout in 68% of workers. Working ways can 
substantially compromise the well-being and health of employees which is an alarming 
situation (Black et al., 2019). Work is considered the fifth cause of death in the United 
State of America due to stress at the workplace (Pfeffer, 2018). Whereas, sustainable 
workplace well-being is significant for improving the productivity of workers, quality of 
life, and diminishing economic losses through sickness, absenteeism, and disability 
(Fenton, Pinilla Roncancio, Sing, Sadhra, & Carmichael, 2014). It clearly indicates that 
sustainable workplace wellbeing saves employees from various issues either related to 
psychological or physical.  
 

It is argued that business environment affect the workers’ performance and their 
quality of life (Harter, Schmidt, & Keyes, 2003). Workplaces environment has defined in 
two aspects. The first aspect is related to health and stress and is best represented by the 
theory of person-environment (French, Caplan, & Van Harrison, 1982). Proponents of the 
stress perspective argue that strain (too much challenge) or boredom (too little challenge) 
are two main hinders to quality of work-life and workers’ performance. Many individuals 
experience undesirable states such as strain or boredom due to excess demands or falling 
below resources which ultimately hinders the quality of performance as well as 
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workplace well-being (Edwards, Caplan, & Van Harrison, 1998). The second aspect of 
the organizational environment is cognitive, behavioural, and health benefits of positive 
perceptions and feelings (Henry, 2006). Proponents of this aspect of workplace well-
being argue that the presence of positive emotional states enhance the quality of life 
(Brim, 2018). Therefore, organizational researchers have invested their attention to better 
understand the role of workplace well-being in an individual’s life. 
 

Organizational researcher has  focused on workplace well-being due to its 
importance in  organizational success (Danna & Griffin, 1999). Employees’ experiences 
at the workplace are depicted in their working and even outside the matters of the 
workplace. Workers’ attachment to the organization is the result of workplace well-being 
provided by organizations to their employees. Workplace well-being significantly 
contributes towards the emergence of personality characteristics among employees which 
include optimism, hope, and self-efficacy (Aryanti, Sari, & Widiana, 2020). Workers 
with a high level of workplace well-being are happier, have healthy behavior, and look 
physically as well as mentally healthycompared to those who have a lower level of well-
being at the workplace (Kurniadewi, 2017). Various factors play role in shaping 
workplace well-being for employees including organizational climate, demographic 
characteristics, subjective well-being, and personality (Burns & Machin, 2013). 
Workplace well-being provides a sense of prosperity related to intrinsic and extrinsic 
work-related feelings as mentioned in Herzberg’s motivational theory (K. Page, 2005). 
 

Workplace well-being is recognized as a fundamental element for organizational 
success as it contributes towards desirable outcomes such as improved performance and 
job retention (Harter et al., 2003).Workplace well-being is an important issue that should 
prioritize in more prominent waysin organizational research for various reasons as 
workers have experiences related to social and emotional life that has effects on their 
working (Danna & Griffin, 1999). Workplace well-being can affect organizations and 
workers both in negative ways if organizations have poor well-being at the workplace as 
poor workplace leads toward more absenteeism and diminished overall performance of 
the organization (Price & Hooijberg, 1992). Motivational theories played a significant 
role in deriving workplace well-being in organizations as theories that enable the 
organizational management to understand why people behave in a certain way and how 
organizational processes cause thosebehaviors(De Simone, 2014).  
 

The above backdrop suggests that workplace well-being is a multidimensional 
phenomenon that has been studied in various organizational contexts and has been 
defined in multiple ways accordingly(Schmidt & Hansson, 2018). Due to well-being’s 
multiplicity of definitions, it is described as a “catch-all category” (Cameron, Mathers, & 
Parry, 2006) and there is still lacking uniformity of in the overall acceptance of 
workplace well-being definition (Seedhouse, 1995).The study of workplace well-being 
has grown immensely over the past several years as globalization diminish the 
geographical boundaries and able to think beyond their territories. Workers are moving 
towards their overall well-being instead of merely monetary incentives. Though the 
importance of sustainable workplace well-being in the organization is not in any kind of 
doubt yet developing effective measure of sustainable workplace well-being are still a 
largely unresolved area.  
 



366    Pakistan Journal of Social Sciences,  Vol. 42,  No. 2 

More recently, workplace well-being has also been related to the concept of 
sustainability to align workplace well-being with rising challenges of environment and 
equity at the workplace in addition to the economic component. Sustainable workplace 
well-being has been regarded as a significant factor towards organizational sustainability 
in long term(Murat, Aytac, & Bondy, 2011). The scholars and practitioners are 
increasingly concerned about aligning workplace well-being to make it sustainable i.e. 
sustainable workplace well-being. 
 

The objective of this paper is to offer the universe of varied definitions and 
operational measurements of workplace well-being and then offer the conceptualization 
and measurement framework for sustainable workplace well-being. The study seeks to 
answer questions such as: what kind of improvements/changes have been in the 
conceptual understanding of workplace well-being over time and what kind of 
measurement frameworkshave been applied to measure sustainable workplace well-being 
in organizational studies.  In the present research, researcher discussed the systematic 
review of workplace well-being and how it has been described in literature and practice 
as a preface that would lead to conceptualization and measurement framework for 
sustainable workplace well-being.  
 
II. Literature Review 
A. Antecedents of Workplace Well-being  

Organizational climate includes clarity of expectations, assigned roles of 
employees, clarity of job description, appropriateness among knowledge, skills, and job 
requirements, the culture of respect and learning. All these factors play role in workplace 
well-being as the presence of such culture will lead towards well-being at the workplace 
(Danna & Griffin, 1999; Fachruddin & Mangundjaya, 2012). Quality interaction among 
leader-subordinate is the backbone of the workplace well-being as employees will be 
satisfied when a leader will lend his/her ears to employees for their queries (Bates & 
Thompson, 2007). If job demands are much higher compared to resources available then 
it will lead to stress and unrest among employees and thus shaping poor workplace well-
being (Wulan & Putri, 2016). Trust among colleagues will lead towards a more satisfied 
as well as a more well-being-oriented environment for employees. Various independent 
variables as fair and reasonable policies, the culture of accountability, subordinates’ 
relationship with management are considered to be effective for shaping workplace well-
being in the organizations (Murat et al., 2011).  
 

Practices of change management area strong antecedent for workers’ well-being 
and their supportive behavior(Neiva, Macambira, & Ribeiro, 2020). Change management 
practices is a collective term used for organizational change. Trust in the ethical standards 
and competencies of an organization leads towards well-being at the workplace (Oliveira, 
GOMIDE JÚNIOR, & Poli, 2020). When workers perceive that their organization 
believes in engagement-oriented policies then it leads toward workplace well-being 
(Oliveira et al., 2020). Organizational Life Quality (OLQ) has been considered a strong 
measure and predictor of workplace well-being in organizations (Paz, Fernandes, 
Carneiro, & Melo, 2020). Organizational decisions are key factors of organizational 
success/failure as these decisions havean impact on overall organization performance. 
When organizations havea culture of participative decision-making, it becomes a strong 
predictor of prosperity at the workplace (Novaes, Ferreira, Mendonca, & Torres, 2020). 
Decisional autonomy to workers and selection of work methods play role in establishing 
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well-being at workplaces (Perez-Nebra, Queiroga, & Oliveira, 2020). Putting employees’ 
first strategy adopted by many organizations leads to enhanced well-being at the 
workplace. 
 

We conclude that literature suggestsseveral factors that shape workplace well-
being and are used as its measure including organizational climate, clarity of assigned 
roles and job description, proper matching of knowledge and skills, quality interactions 
among leader-subordinates, realistic job demands, the culture of trust among colleagues, 
culture of accountability, change management practices, engagement oriented policies, 
organizational life quality, and participative decision-making practices. These factors are 
best predictors of well-being at the workplace as these factors lead towards more safe, 
joyous, and motivated employees at the workplace ready to contribute to its success. 
 
B. Consequences of Workplace Well-being  

Consequences of workplace well-being are categorized into the individual and 
organizational levels. At the individual level, workplace well-being has consequences in 
the physical, psychological, and behavioral aspects of employees. Organizational level 
consequences include health insurance costs, productivity/absenteeism, and the overall 
performance of the organization.  
 

Workplace well-being is significant for improving the productivity of workers, 
quality of life, and diminishing economic losses through sickness, absenteeism, and 
disability (Fenton et al., 2014). Organizational infrastructure mainly consists of 
workplace well-being reduces cost and makes it easier to develop and coordinate 
programs (Martin, Sanderson, & Cocker, 2009). Workplace wellness program helps to 
reduce inequalities and health gaps among white-collar and blue-collar workers (Chu, 
Driscoll, & Dwyer, 1997). Well-being at workplaces improves the satisfaction, morale of 
employees, and corporate image (Martin et al., 2009). Workplace well-being reduces the 
health-related costs related to workers (Danna & Griffin, 1999). Research conducted on 
the effects of workplace well-being on teachers’ performance depicts that higher 
workplace well-being hasthe higher performance of teachers  (HERWANTO & UMMI, 
2017). Workplace well-being positively affects the person’s personality characteristics 
namely self-efficacy, optimism, and hope (Fachruddin & Mangundjaya, 2012; Williams, 
Kern, & Waters, 2015). Workplace well-being positively contributes toward the 
emergence of positive attitudessuch as attachment of workers with the organization 
(Kurniadewi, 2017). Workplace well-being provides a culture for employees where they 
can become optimistic, learning-oriented, and develop a supportive leader-member 
relationship (Williams et al., 2015). On the other hand, if the organization is not 
implementing workplace well-being practices then it can have a significant impact on the 
profitability and financial health of the organization (Cooper & Cartwright, 1994). Well-
being leads toward supportive behaviors of workers at the workplace (Neiva et al., 2020). 
 

We conclude that sustainable workplace well-being has consequences in the 
shape of improved quality life, enhanced productivity of workers, diminished health 
insurance-related costs, reduced inequalities among blue-collar and white-collar workers, 
improved satisfaction among employees, the morale of employees, corporate image of 
employees, personality characteristics of employees namely as hope, optimism, self-
efficacy, enhanced relationship among leader-member, and enhanced profitability and 
financial health of the organization.  
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merely yet, over time, its scope extended. Today it has an important place in work 
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being, workplace well-being, etc., but current paper paid to focus on sustainable 
workplace well-being as it’s well-being which everyone needs and have to spend his/her 
time at offices/workplaces. Various studies are measuring subjective well-being (Diener 
et al., 2018; Luhmann, Hofmann, Eid, & Lucas, 2012), psychological well-being (Ryff & 
Keyes, 1995; Twenge & Martin, 2020), emotional well-being (Bluth, Campo, Futch, & 
Gaylord, 2017; Lades, Laffan, Daly, & Delaney, 2020), employee well-being (Abid, 
Ahmed, Elahi, & Ilyas, 2020; Khatri & Gupta, 2019; Mäkikangas, Kinnunen, Feldt, & 
Schaufeli, 2016), and studies available on the workplace well-being which measure the 
workplace wellbeing(A. L. Bartels et al., 2019) but these studies did not measure the 
sustainable workplace wellbeing which is need of the hour.  
 

Whereas, there is no uniformity in the scale of sustainable workplace well-being 
as various researchers used various scales for the measurement of various forms of well-
being. Subjective well-being was measured in many studies and subjective well-being 
considered all types of well-being related to employees previously as no separate scales 
for each type of well-being were not available at the initial stage of well-being research. 
At the initial stage of well-being research related to the workplace, Warr defined it as 
through three dimensions, workplace well-being can be measured (Warr, 1990). These 
three dimensions include positive effect based on six items and negative affect based on 
six items. The third dimension is job satisfaction based on three items and this dimension 
is measured by using Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (MOAQ) 
(Bowling & Hammond, 2008). Warr’s focused on workplace well-being and measured it 
and clear this concept that it’s a separate variable and can be measured separately from 
subjective well-being. Various researchers measured workplace well-being under the 
employees’ well-being and did not pay attention to workplace well-being separately. 
Literature suggested the four dimensions through workplace well-being can be measured 
and these four dimensions include work satisfaction which comprises of ten items related 
to a sense of satisfaction, self-growth, sense of flourishing, personal connection with 
organizational values, etc. (Parker & Hyett, 2011).  

 
The second dimension of the Workplace well-being questionnaire as suggested 

by literature is organizational respect for employees which consist of seven items related 
to what kind of feelings employee have about the organization, how much workers trust 
on seniors, how much workers connected with organizational values, how much 
organization respect their staff and how employee believes that their organization 
believes in principles in which organization operates(Parker & Hyett, 2011). The third 
dimension is employer care which consists of seven items related to how your boss treats 
you at the workplace as to how much he/she is effective for your performance like a boss 
is caring, how much your boss shoulder your worries at the workplace, and how you feel 
your transactions with your boss is positive (Parker & Hyett, 2011).  

 
The fourth dimension is intrusion of work into private life which is a negative 

construct consisting of seven items related to bad feelings about your workplace like level 
of stress at workplace to achieve targets assigned, how much workload eat private 
lifetime, how much feel hard to wind down at the closing time, tensions about work even 
out of working hours, and feelings of negative self-esteem about yourself(Parker & Hyett, 
2011). Researchers did scholarly research on workplace well-being and established a 
survey on Quality of Working Life (QoWL) which consists of six dimensions and thirty-
three items (Easton, Van Laar, & Marlow-Vardy, 2013). These six dimensions are job 
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and career satisfaction, general well-being, home-work interference, control at work, 
working conditions, and stress at work(Easton et al., 2013).  

 
Literature suggested that scholars developed the workplace well-being scale 

which consists of three dimensions and twelve items, dimensions include three aspects of 
employees to measure the workplace well-being namely social aspects, psychological 
aspects, and physical aspects (A. Bartels, Reina, & Peterson, 2015). Literature suggested 
that for measurement of workplace well-being, various dimensions used to measure the 
concept that was not the dimension of workplace well-being as defined by scholars that 
employee engagement used to measure the workplace well-being which is unjustifiable 
(Ryff & Keyes, 1995) as employee engagement comes under the motivational process 
where employees harness his energies into role performance (Kahn, 1990). Workplace 
well-being measured through eudaimonic workplace well-being scale whichconsist of 
two dimensions and eight items as dimensions are Interpersonal and intrapersonal (A. L. 
Bartels et al., 2019). Under the interpersonal dimension, there are four items related to 
how employees have relations with other employees like the sense of brotherhood, how 
he feels a sense of friendship with other staff members, and how much he is close to other 
employees. Under the intrapersonal dimension, questions asked about employees 
themselves as to how much they are emotionally energized at their workplaces, how 
much their work is purposeful and how much they give weightage to their work. 
Employee Well-Being scale which includes thirty-three dimensions based upon four 
dimensions namely psychological well-being (ten items), social well-being (ten items), 
workplace well-being (nine items), and subjective well-being (four items) (Pradhan & 
Hati, 2019).  

 
Workplace well-being nine items related to how employees are satisfied with the 

job, meaningful work, the job provides ample career scope for employees, balanced 
between work and home life, and employer care, etc. Holistic well-being concept is used 
to measure the well-being of employees and workplace well-being is a part of that 
extensive well-being, therefore, workplace well-being measured as a dimension of 
employee well-being (Pradhan & Hati, 2019). Workplace well-being scale which consists 
of thirty-one items and three dimensions as positive emotions (nine items), negative 
emotions (thirteen items), and achievements/expressiveness (nine items) used to measure 
well-being (Paschoal & Tamayo, 2008). This above-mentioned detail is summarized 
intheTable given below as:  
 
Table 1:Workplace Well-being Scale used by Researchers in previous studies 
Workplace Well-
being Scale used 

Researchers Dimensions 

(1)Foran effective 
component of the 
Workplace Well-
being Scale used 

WWB scale 
(2) For a cognitive 

component of 
Workplace Well-

being used 
Michigan 

Organizational 
Assessment 

Questionnaire 

Warr’s 1990 
 
 
 
 

Cammann et al. 1979 

Positive Affect (six items) 
Negative Affect (six items) 
 
 
Job Satisfaction (three items) 
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(MOAQ) 
Work Well-Being 

Scale 
TatianePaschoal and Alvaro 

Tamayo (2008) 
Scale is based on thirty-one items and three 
dimensions  

I. Positive emotions (nine items) 
II. Negative emotions (thirteen items) 
III. Achievements/expressiveness (nine 

items) 
Workplace Well-

being 
Questionnaire 

Gordon B. Parker and 
Matthew P. Hyett 2011 

Four dimensions  
I. Work Satisfaction (ten items) 

II. Organizational Respect for 
Employee (seven items) 

III. Employer Care (seven items) 
IV. Negative Construct; Intrusion of 

Work into Private Life (seven items)  
Survey on Quality 

of Working Life 
(QoWL) 

Easton, Laar, and Marlow-
Vardy (2013) 

Twenty-three items survey questionnaire was 
used based on six dimensions 

I. Job and Career satisfaction 
II. General Well-being 
III. Home-Work Interference  
IV. Control at Work 
V. Working Conditions 

VI. Stress at Work 
Workplace Well-

Being Scale 
(WWBS) 

Amy Bartels, 
Christopher 

Reinaand Suzanne J. 
Peterson (2015) 

Twelve item scale based on three dimensions  
I. Social aspects 

II. Psychological aspects 
III. Physical aspects 

Eudaimonic 
Workplace Well-

being Scale 
(EWWS) 

Amy L. Bartels, Suzanne J. 
Peterson, and Christopher 

S. Reina (2019) 

Eight items scale based on two dimensions  

I. Interpersonal dimension (four items) 

II. Intrapersonal dimension (four items) 

Employee Well-
Being Scale 

Puja Khatri and Pragya 
Gupta (2019) 

Seventeen items scale based on four 
dimensions  

I. Work-Life Balance (five items) 
II. Job Wellness (five items) 
III. Purpose in Life (four items) 
IV. Physical Wellness (three items) 

Employee Well-
being Scale 

Rabindra Kumar Pradhan 
and LopamudraHati (2019) 

Thirty-three items based on four dimensions  
I. Psychological Well-Being (ten 
items) 

II. Social Well-Being (ten items) 
III. Workplace Well-Being (nine items) 
IV. Subjective Well-Being (four items) 

Source: Authors’ compilation  

 
III. Sustainable Organizations: Synthesizing Responsible Leadership 

Dimensions with Sustainable Workplace Well-Being 
Workplace well-being initially considered as part of positive mental health can 

be achieved with a leadership mindset. Leaders are primarily responsible for policy-
related decision making which in turn influences economic, environmental, and social 
windfalls (Siddiqui, Viswanathan, & Rasheed, 2020). The leadership role is shifted in 
organizations from single profit-oriented bottom-line to triple-bottom-line which includes 
social, ecological, and financial aspects (Googins, Mirvis, & Rochlin, 2007). This triple-
bottom-line approach of sustainability links leadership with the achievement of social, 
economic, and environmental outcomes also known as 3Ps (People, Profit, and Planet) by 
using responsible leadership construct. The responsible leadership construct is linked 
with a triple-bottom-line approach to getting sustainable outcomes for the organizations 
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which will not just bring financial gains but also their actions will not be harmful tocome 
generations (Figure 2).  
 
Figure 2: Triple Bot

achieving sustainability outcomes

Source: (Siddiqui et al., 2020) 
 

There are various misunderstandings related to well
dimensions will be part of effective well
sustainability provides the guiding framework for sustainable workplace well
consisting of all three dimensions namely economic, social and environmental.
review depicts that researchers used various dimensions namely positive affect, negative 
affect, job satisfaction, work satisfaction, employer care, organizational respect for 
employees, job and career satisfaction, general well
conditions, social aspects, psychological aspects, physical aspects, interpersonal 
dimensions, intrapersonal dimensions and much more.Whereas, present study paid focus 
towards the development of sustainable workplace well
conceptualizing well-being in the context of the triple bottom approach will cover all 
aspects for better and healthy workplaces’ well
 
Figure 3: Dimensions of Sustainable Workplace Well

Source: Authors’ compilation.  
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Sustainable workplace well-being is the need of the hour to ensure that 
employees’ work-life can play a significant role in performance booster in all three 
aspects of organizational outcomes i.e. economic, social, and environmental. In the 
present paper, researcheraligned the existing scales of workplace well-being in such a 
manner that covered all three aspects of the triple-bottom-line approach of sustainable 
organizations. This approach synthesizes the concept of well-being into an actionable 
way to measure the sustainable workplace well-being. The factors which played role in 
harmonizing the connection between sustainability and workplace well-being are both in 
nature as internal and external.  
 
A. Development of scale  

Primarily, in the present paper, researcher used two sources. First, extensive 
literature review done, and in the second phase, in-depth interviews conducted from 
authorities who have extensive knowledge regarding sustainable workplace well-being. 
Literature review suggested that there are nine various scales used previously to measure 
the workplace well-being. In the present paper, researcher took five dimensions namely 
work satisfaction along with ten items, organizational respect for employees along with 
its seven items, employer care along with its seven items, work life balance along with its 
five items, and physical wellness along with its three items. Sustainable workplace well-
being can be measured with the help of dimensions suggested by Amy Bartle namely 
social, physical, and psychological (A. Bartels et al., 2015). These dimensions were 
discussed as well as validated by academic professionals and financial industry 
professionals who have grip on workplace well-being studies.  
 
B. Explanatory Factor Analysis 

On the basis of extensive literature review and interview from experts, a sample 
of 329 respondents were taken for conducting measurement framework of sustainable 
workplace well-being scale. Various past studies recommended that sample of 150 
observations is enough for conducting EFA (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988; Hinkin, 1995). 
Data collected from banking sector of Pakistan and convenience sample technique used 
for collection of data. Data collecting through Google surveys and via personal 
questionnaire distribution at branches. Summary of responses is given below.  
 
Table 2: Summary of Responses  

Source Respondents number Percentage 
Google Surveys 66 20.06% 

Personal distribution 263 79.94% 
Source: Author’s Compilation  
 

Data collected through personal dissemination of questionnaire played major 
role in collection of sample as 380 questionnaire distributed but received 263 properly 
filled questionnaire, remaining were not filled properly. Therefore, improper filled 
questionnaire were excluded for further analysis. Google survey technique for data 
collected also used and 300 questionnaire sent to various bankers for response but only 
66 respondents sent the properly filled questionnaire. These properly filled questionnaire 
used for conducting further measurement analysis.  
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Table 3: Summary of Gender characteristics  
Gender Number of Respondents Percentage 

Male 275 83.6% 
Female 54 16.4% 

Source: Author’s Compilation 
 

Above mention clearly indicates that banking sector of Pakistan is male 
dominant sector as 275 respondents out of 329 appropriate filled questionnaire were male 
and only 54 out of 329 respondents were female.  
 
Table 4: Reliability of Variables along Descriptive Statistics 

     Skewness Kurtosis 
SWWB 

variables 
Items Mean SD Cronbach’s 

α 
Statistic Std. 

Error 
Statistic Std. 

Error 
WS 10 3.18 1.02 .94 -.398 .134 -.811 .268 

WLB 05 3.80 0.90 .89 -.448 .134 .895 .268 
ORFE 07 3.65 0.98 .95 -.497 .134 .853 .268 

EC 07 3.87 0.92 .94 -.386 .134 .729 .268 
PW 03 3.84 1.09 .93 -.444 .134 .928 .268 

Source: Author’s Compilation 
 

Principal component method used to perform the exploratory factor analysis in 
SPSS 21 along with varimax rotation. EFA used to check the item’s internal consistency  
(Costello & Osborne, 2005). Loadings of items mainly determine the validity of items as 
loadings play vital role in validity (do Rego Leite & Pasquali, 2008).Various researcher 
provided the criteria for validity of items as well as scale on the basis of item loadings. 
Those items having loading up to 0.45 are considered as poor loadings, items loading 
range from 0.45 to 0.55 are considered as good, items having loading range from 0.55 to 
0.71 considered as very good loadings, and lastly items having loading more than 0.71 
considered as having excellent loadings (Comrey & Lee, 1992). Sustainable workplace 
well-being having three dimensions and these three dimensions consist of five variables. 
All the items of these five variables are higher than 0.71 except one which is also 0.66 
which clearly depicts that all the items are relevant. Sample accuracy was tested through 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test which is measure of sampling adequacy. This measure having 
value 0.962 which states that sample adequacy is acceptable for further statistical 
analysis. 
 
Table 5: Rotated Component Matrix of Sustainable Workplace Well-being  

Sample Items Factors (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin = 0.962) 
WS WLB ORFE PW EC 

Work Satisfaction      
WS1: Is your work fulfilling? .721     

WS2: Do your daily work activities give you a sense 
of direction and meaning? 

.660 
    

WS3: Does your work bring a sense of satisfaction? .754     
WS4: Does your work increase your sense of self-

worth? 
.811 

    

WS5: Does your job allow you to re craft your job to 
suit your strengths? 

.855 
    

WS6: Does your work make you feel that, as a 
person, you are flourishing? 

.880 
    

WS7: Do you feel capable and effective in your work 
on a day-to-day basis? 

.838 
    

WS8: Does your work offer challenges to advance .768     
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your skills? 
 WS9: Do you feel you have some level of 
independence at work? 

.793 
 

   

WS10: Do you feel personally connected to your 
organization’s values? 

.763 
 

   

Work Life Balance       
WLB1: I am satisfied with the balance between my 
work time and leisure time. 

 
.837 

   

WLB2: I am satisfied with my ability to manage my 
workload. 

 
.708 

   

WLB3: My work is aligned to my personal values.  .691    
WLB4: I am comfortable with the level of stress in my 
work environment. 

 
.724 

   

WLB5: I am satisfied with my ability to control my 
workload. 

 
.712 

   

Organizational Respect for Employees      
ORFE1: In general terms, do you trust the senior 
people in your organization? 

 
 

.789   

 ORFE2: Do you believe in the principles by which 
your organization operates? 

  
.758 

  

ORFE3: Do you feel content with the way your 
organization treats its employees? 

  
.800 

  

ORFE4: Do you feel that your organization respects 
the staff?  

  
.796 

  

ORFE5: How satisfied are you with your 
organization’s value system? 

  
.832 

  

ORFE6: Compared with your organization’s ‘‘ideal 
values,’’ to what degree are actual work values 
positive? 

  
.756 

  

ORFE7: Do people at your work believe in the worth 
of the organization? 

  
.779 

  

Employer Care      
EC1: At a difficult time, would your boss be willing to 
lend an ear? 

  
 

.743  

EC2: Is your boss caring?    .697  
EC3: Do you feel that your boss is empathic and 
understanding about your work concerns? 

  
 

.780  

EC4: Does your boss treat you as you would like to 
be treated? 

  
 

.723  

EC5: Does your boss shoulder some of your worries 
about work? 

  
 

.783  

EC6: Do you feel your transactions with your boss 
are, in general, positive? 

  
 

.785  

EC7: Do you believe that your employer cares about 
his or her staff’s well-being? 

  
 

.790  

Physical Wellness      
PW1: My physical health is excellent.     .712 
PW2: My body seems to resist illness effectively.     .733 
PW3: Compare to others, my physical health has 
been excellent in the past. 

  
 

 .703 

Total Variance Explained    76.6%   
Sphericity Bartlett Test   1367.76   
Degree of Freedom    496   
Significance     0.000   
WS = Work Satisfaction, WLB = Work Life Balance, ORFE = Organizational Respect for Employee, EC = 
Employer Care, PW = Physical Wellness, Source: Author’s Compilation  
Notes:  1- Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
            2- Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
            3- Rotation Converged in 4 iterations.  
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C. Limitations of the Study and Directions for Future Research  
This study is limited to workplace well-being which is the dimension of 

employee well-being. Employee well-being is a holistic picture of well-being that covers 
all three forms of well-being namely subjective well-being, workplace well-being, and 
psychological well-being. It was not possible to review the employee well-being as a 
holistic view of well-being due to time constraints, and the extent of literature 
availability. Whereas, in the current paper, we have covered one dimension with 
complete details as to when and how this dimension attracts researchers to work on it and 
evaluate its impacts on various outcomes. One thing we must understand is that the future 
of this world is based on sustainability as the world is utilizing natural resources 
equivalent to 1.5 times of earth which is a serious matter for the entire world. The need of 
the hour is to develop a sustainable workplace for the business world and all relevant 
industries. Future researchers are recommended to utilize this sustainable workplace 
wellbeing scale in order to check the impact on various outcomes. Sustainability is what 
we needed most to safeguard the natural resources so that our future generations can 
grow in a safe environment.  
 
IV. Conclusion 

Organizational success is not just a profitability element but largely depends 
upon employee satisfaction which comes through many ways and one of them is 
workplace well-being. Sustainable workplace well-being is based upon feelings that 
workers get from their work. Various factors play significant role in developing 
sustainable workplace well-being that  include organizational climate, clarity of assigned 
roles and job description, proper matching of knowledge and skills, quality interactions 
among leader-subordinates, realistic job demands, the culture of trust among colleagues, 
the culture of accountability, change management practices, engagement oriented 
policies, organizational life quality, and participative decision-making practices are best 
predictors of well-being at the workplace. Availability of these practices at workplace 
lead towards workplace well-being which is a key ingredient for sustainable workplaces. 
Whereas, workplace well-being have consequences in the shape of improved quality of 
life, enhanced productivity of workers, diminished health insurance-related costs, reduced 
inequalities among blue-collar and white-collar workers, improved satisfaction among 
employees, the morale of employees, corporate image of employees, personality 
characteristics of employees namely as hope, optimism, self-efficacy, enhanced 
relationship among leader-member, and enhanced profitability and financial health of 
organizations. 
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