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Abstract 

Wellbeing is positively related to job performance as suggested by the happy/productive worker concept. Also, Psychological 
Capital (PsyCap) has been a point of interest for researchers owing to its favourable outcomes in the form of increased job satisfaction 
and employee performance that is positive employee attitudes and behaviours. The study tries to study the role of psychological 
capital as a moderator in the relationship between wellbeing and job performance. The study proposes a conceptual model that 
investigates the role of ‘PsyCap’ as a moderator of the effect of wellbeing on job performance. Backed by Social Cognitive Theory 
and Broaden and Build theory, it is suggested that PsyCap may moderate the relationship between wellbeing and employee behaviour 
and performance. The proposed model attempts to offer a pathway that underpins the significance of psychological capital in the 
wellbeing-performance link. The paper offers important implications for academia and corporate alike. 
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Introduction  

Wellbeing has many positive consequences, such as effective learning, creativity, productivity, better relations, longevity, 
and a good state of health (for reviews see Chida & Steptoe, 2008; Diener et al., 2010; Huppert, 2009; Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). 
Positive affect and life satisfaction impacts work performance in varied professions (Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). The reviews suggest 
that happy people are an asset to society, also wellbeing is a valuable goal as it not only makes people happy but also results in 
positive outcomes in life (Rijavec, 2015). 

 
As well-being improves, individuals feel motivated to work better (Oswald et al., 2015), an increase in well-being results in 

increased productivity. The happy/productive worker hypothesis (Lucas & Diener, 2003) refers that people who are psychologically-
well, function better (Wright &Cropanzano, 2004). 

 
We propose Psychological Capital comprising of the HERO model (Hope, Efficacy, Resilience, and Optimism) as a strong 

moderator in the valued relationship of wellbeing and job performance. PsyCap emerges as a significant variable influencing the 
strength of wellbeing-performance linkage which offers implications for the industry to start utilizing PsyCap as a precious tool to 
boost employee performance and overall productivity of the organization. 
 
Conceptual framework  
Defining Wellbeing  

The concept of wellbeing or happiness is being considered the main benchmark of positive functioning in the domain of 
positive psychology, it is the aim that needs to be achieved in life (Rijavec, 2015).  Well-being is considered as one of the most 
valuable study variables in positive psychology. It's not just a simple element of, how are you? But it’s a dynamic mechanism that has 
several components and lots of studies to its credit. Conceptualized as a multidimensional construct, wellbeing consists of both 
hedonic and eudaimonic aspects (King & Napa, 1998; McGregor & Little, 1998; Ryan & Deci, 2001). Hedonic wellbeing mainly 
refers to happiness or subjective well-being (SWB) (Diener & Lucas, 1999; Kahneman, 1999; Ryan & Deci, 2001). Positive affect is a 
vital element of SWB including life satisfaction (Lambert et al., 2015). Eudaimonia is how a person lives and not mere a state or 
emotions (C. L. Keyes & Annas, 2009; Ryan et al., 2008). In eudaimonia, the person strives to realize one’s full potential by 
developing their talents, using virtues, and making meaning out of their personal growth (V. Huta et al., 2006; Waterman, 2007). 
Hedonic is related to higher immediate wellbeing while eudaimonic is related to higher long-term wellbeing (Veronika Huta& Ryan, 
2010; Steger et al., 2008). Most of the wellbeing studies recommend that combining both hedonic and eudaimonic aspects gives an 
optimal measure of wellbeing, referred to as ‘flourishing’ by Keyes (2002) and ‘full life’ by Seligman (2002). When people pursue 
both hedonic and eudaimonic wellbeing, they achieve more well-rounded or wholistic wellbeing as both of the aspects occupy 
somewhat different niches of wellbeing (Veronika Huta, 2016).  
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Well-being and Job Performance 
The happy/productive worker hypothesis  (Lucas & Diener, 2003) postulates that psychologically-well people do well in their 

jobs (Wright &Cropanzano, 2004). A significant reason for studying this relationship is that it is often hypothesized that happy 
workers will be productive too. This assumption came initially from the human relations developments of the 1930’s Hawthorne 
studies (Wright et al., 2007). It still holds relevance in the context of happiness and productivity studies. When the employees feel that 
their work is interesting and it gives satisfaction to them, they feel motivated to do their jobs and as a result, perform better. (Baard et 
al., 2004)The intrinsically motivated workers perform well when they consider the work as pleasurable and satisfying (Ryff, 1989). 

 
There is a significant positive relationship being shown in many research studieson well-being and job performance. In a 

study by Fisher  (2003) around 92% of employees from the Australasian region believed that if a worker is happy, he is likely to be 
more productive. When the employees feel that their work is interesting and it gives satisfaction to them, they feel motivated to do 
their jobs and as a result, perform better (Baard et al., 2004). The intrinsically motivated workers perform well when they consider the 
work as pleasurable and satisfying (Ryff, 1989). Studies indicate the positive relationship between happiness and job satisfaction 
(Fisher, 2003).  Higher Subjective Well-being may improve the creativity level of a person, it can also stimulate prosocialbehaviour 
and high work engagement(Lyubomirsky et al., 2005). 
 
The concept of Psychological Capital (PsyCap) 

The human resources cannot be replicated easily, and so they serve as an important tool of competitive advantage over other 
resources(Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007). Psychological Capital (PsyCap) is defined as “an individual’s positive psychological state of 
development” (Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007) which constitutes of the four components abbreviated as HERO Hope, (Self-)Efficacy, 
Resilience, and Optimism. Psychological development is more necessary than education development.  
 
Psycap and Wellbeing 

The research presents a positive linkage between Psychological Capital and well-being(Avey et al., 2010; Luthans et al., 
2013; Roche et al., 2014). The relationship of PsyCap and wellbeing seems to be bi-directional, Psycap resulting in positive emotions 
(Avey et al., 2010), also, in the same way, positive emotions may build and restore previously depleted resources (physical, social and 
psychological)(B. Fredrickson, 2009; B. L. Fredrickson, 2001) including PsyCap and its components as important psychological 
resources(Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). Wellbeing occurs when people are satisfied with important domains of their life and 
PsyCap has emerged as a predictor of satisfaction with various life domains like health, work, relationships, and overall life in general 
(Luthans et al., 2013). 
 
Psycap and Job Performance 

PsyCap is significantly related to employee performance and job satisfaction(Abbas et al., 2014; Luthans, Avolio, et al., 
2007; Youssef & Luthans, 2007). Self-efficacious people, an important component of PsyCap, have belief in their abilities that they 
could direct motivation, required resources, and actions to successfully carry out a specific job  (Stajkovic& Luthans, 1998). As per 
PsyCap theory (Luthans & Youssef, 2007), high PsyCap in people is shown to result in developing positive attitudes and work 
behaviours(Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007).PsyCap directly influences employee behaviour(Griffin & Neal, 2000). Optimism has also 
emerged to have an influence on job performance (Tuten&Neidermeyer, 2004). 
 
Psycap as a moderator in wellbeing-job performance link 

PsyCap of employees’ have been significantly related to many work outcomes like well-being,  job satisfaction, and 
performance results as well (Avey et al., 2011). Psychological Capital (PsyCap): hope, self-efficacy,  resiliency, and optimism) is 
positively and strongly associated with job performance(Bandura, 2000; Bandura & Locke, 2003; Sadri & Robertson, 1993; 
Stajkovic& Luthans, 1998). PsyCap consists of hope that is related to the belief of an individual to reach his desired goals(Snyder et 
al., 1991). Hope and optimism have been found to be associated with psychological well-being (Du et al., 2015). Research studies 
have evidenced that a high level of PsyCaphas a positive effect on well-being, and health outcomes, and satisfaction in 
relationships(Lorenz et al., 2016). Thus, we propose that PsyCap emerges out as an important variable and it may moderate the 
relationship between wellbeing and job performance. 

 
PsyCap gives a new way to leverage employee wellbeing directed towards excellent performance level(Youssef & Luthans, 

2007).PsyCap gives motivation, helps people do their work in their capacity and strength to cope up with struggles (Luthans, Youssef, 
et al., 2007).  Therefore, more research is needed to study the moderating role of PsyCap between well-being and job performance. 
As per Social Cognitive Theory by Bandura (2001) individual behaviour is influenced by environment as well as the psychological 
perception that varies with individual characteristics (Bagozzi, 1980; Kahn &Byosiere, 1992). Psychological perception may moderate 
their behaviour or performance as how they perceive themselves affect their self-evaluation and functioning. PsyCap indicates the 
psychological state of a person and affects employee behaviour(Griffin & Neal, 2000).  
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Psychological perception may be affecting wellbeing and resultant behaviour that is job performance thus providing weightage to 
PsyCap as a moderator in the whole relationship of wellbeing and job performance: 
 
Research Proposition: The relationship between wellbeing and job performance will be moderated by PsyCap, such that the 
relationship will be stronger when the PsyCap is higher in employees. 

 
 
Implications 

The study will enlighten minds about the importance of well-being in the job and how it acts as a vital variable in 
performance. In the theory of well-being, hedonic and eudaimonic perspectives believe that life is not just about dealing with 
problems and neutralizing them, its more about living a flourishing (M. E. Seligman, 2011) and nurturing life, and realizing the best of 
your capabilities. The study intends to focus on this full life (the combination of hedonic and eudaimonic view)(Martin EP Seligman, 
2002) which is having a lasting impact on the people and society at large.  

 
The study also discusses the significant role of Psychological Capital which consists of four basic elements of Hope, 

Optimism, resilience, and self-efficacy (HERO), these elements are the need of the hour. In order to deal with the daily work-life 
stress and challenges of life, we need these essentials in our life to survive and cope up with difficulties. The study will offer valuable 
insights into the importance of the HERO model and why it should be learned to be a flourishing and functioning person. The study 
proposes a conceptual model offering Psychological Capital as an emerging strong moderator based on the relevant literature review. 

 
The study identifies the moderating role of psychological capital between well-being and job performance of employees as to 

how high levels of PsyCap in an individual positively affect the wellbeing-performance relationship. The study promises important 
implications for managers, trainers, academicians, policymakers, organizations, and society at large to start looking at these variables 
in an altogether different light and focus on them to enable their best performance. 
 
Limitations and Future directions 

Though we tried our best to collect all possible relevant reviews to suggest the proposed mode, there’s always a chance of 
subjectivity in the conceptual setting. Thus, the future studies should conduct empirical investigations of the proposed model to 
establish its validity in a given context. Future studies may always revisit the study from a different perspective and propose a 
different and enriching model.   
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