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Abstract 
This study examines the impact of Employee Well-Being on Employee Performance and Quiet Quitting in the IT sector 
in India, focusing on the mediating role of Employee Performance and the moderating role of gender. Data from 282 IT 
employees in India is analysed, using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM). Results reveal 
that Employee Well-Being significantly enhances Employee Performance and reduces Quiet Quitting. Employee 
Performance does not mediate the Employee Well-Being and Quiet Quitting relationship, indicating that Employee Well-
Being directly influences Quiet Quitting rather than through Employee Performance. Gender moderates the Employee 
Well-Being–Employee Performance link, with males benefiting more from Employee Well-Being improvements and 
being less likely to engage in Quiet Quitting. Gender does not significantly affect how Employee Well-Being or 
performance influences Quiet Quitting. These findings are helpful, but they mostly apply to IT employees in big cities. 
So, they may not fit all work settings. Future research could explore longitudinal effects, organisational culture, and 
technology-driven engagement strategies. Organisations should focus on mental health support, flexible work 
arrangements, and fostering a supportive workplace culture to sustain employee productivity. The study is grounded 
in JD-R Theory, which explains how job demands and resources affect well-being, performance, and Quiet Quitting. This 
study contributes to the literature by addressing gaps in understanding how Employee Well-Being, Employee 
Performance, and gender interact to influence Quiet Quitting in the IT sector in India. 
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Introduction  
A healthy workplace starts with a healthy and 

happy mind. Happiness has been used as a 

counterpart to well-being (1). One of the most 

enduring interests among researchers appears to 

be the quest for well-being (2, 3). Employee Well-

Being is not generic well-being (4). It is analysed in 

the workplace and its related environment. It has 

three distinct dimensions: life well-being, which 

encompasses overall satisfaction with life; 

workplace well-being, focused on the individual's 

conditions and experiences within their work 

environment; and psychological well-being, which 

addresses mental and emotional health. Employee 

Well-Being is a broad concept. Organisations are 

keenly looking into Employees' Well-Being as it 

influences job satisfaction, productivity, and 

commitment, making it a crucial factor in 

workplace management (5). Happy workers often 

perform better than their unhappy counterparts 

(6, 7). Employee Well-Being has become 

increasingly significant due to its connection with 

improved Employee Performance (8-10). 

Employee Performance measures how efficiently 

and effectively employees complete their assigned 

tasks and responsibilities in the workplace within 

the timeline (11, 12). In today's competitive 

landscape, businesses must swiftly adapt to 

evolving market demands. Achieving peak 

Employee Performance requires a coordinated 

organisational effort, ensuring that each employee 

excels, which benefits their team and, ultimately, 

the entire organisation (13). Employees are not 

only a vital component of an organisation; rather, 

the success of an organisation is heavily reliant on 

Employee Performance (14). Organisations 

implement various strategies to enhance Employee 

Well-Being, such as offering pay scales, job security, 

recognition, and opportunities for professional 

development, all of which contribute to improve 

Employee Performance (15). Employee 

Performance is a crucial factor in organisational 

success, but employees are increasingly restricting 

their efforts to only what is required, leading to a 

decline in discretionary effort, engagement, and 

overall productivity (16). Quiet Quitting was 

coined by economist Mark Badger in 2009 and 
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gained widespread recognition after the COVID-19 

pandemic (17-19). It refers to employees limiting 

their commitment to only the tasks explicitly stated 

in their job descriptions (20-22). It involves 

minimal investment in work activities, leading to 

Quiet Quitting, where employees avoid going above 

and beyond their defined duties (23-26) and avoid 

extra efforts like helping others, staying late, or 

taking initiative. Gender differences in workplace 

behaviours and engagement have been widely 

studied, with research indicating that men and 

women may respond differently to Employee Well-

Being initiatives, workplace expectations, and job-

related stress (27, 28). Gender influences work 

attitudes, Employee Performance outcomes, and 

withdrawal patterns, making it an essential factor 

in understanding Quiet Quitting behaviours. This 

study examines the relationship between 

Employee Well-Being, Employee Performance, and 

Quiet Quitting, with gender as a moderating factor. 

Using PLS-SEM, data from IT/ITES employees in 

India is analysed to assess how Employee Well-

Being influences Employee Performance and Quiet 

Quitting. The study also explores the mediating 

role of Employee Performance and evaluates the 

model’s predictive accuracy. Findings will provide 

insights into mitigating Quiet Quitting through 

workplace Employee Well-Being initiatives and 

highlight the need for gender-sensitive policies to 

enhance engagement and organisational success. 

To explain these interconnections, the study uses 

JD-R Theory to explain how workplace factors 

influence employee outcomes. 

Theoretical Framework 
This study is anchored in the Job Demands-

Resources (JD-R) Theory (1), which helps explain 

how workplace conditions affect Employee Well-

Being, performance, and disengagement 

behaviours like Quiet Quitting. According to JD-R, 

when job demands are too high and resources too 

low, Employee Well-Being suffers which can hurt 

performance and lead to withdrawal behaviours 

like Quiet Quitting. On the other hand, sufficient job 

resources enhance well-being, boost performance, 

and reduce the urge to disengage. This framework 

helps explain the central role of Employee Well-

Being in influencing both performance and Quiet 

Quitting. 

 

 

Employee Wellbeing and Employee 

Performance 
Employee Well-Being is complex and difficult to 

define (29). Over the last few decades, employee 

wellbeing or work-related wellbeing has emerged 

as a significant concern in organisational life, 

attracting increasing global interest (30). 

Organisations recognise that fostering Employee 

Well-Being is crucial for maintaining competitive 

advantage, as happy employees are more likely to 

be productive and contribute positively to 

organisational performance (31). Moreover, 

organisations that prioritise Employee Well-Being 

often witness improved financial performance, as a 

healthy workforce is more productive and engaged 

(32, 33). In light of these findings, it is hypothesised 

that enhancing Employee Well-Being will lead to 

significant improvements in individual Employee 

Performance and, consequently, overall 

organisational success. Thus, based on the analysis 

of the literature, the following hypothesis is 

formulated:  

H1: Employee Well-Being has a positive impact on 

Employee Performance 

Employee Well-Being and Quiet 

Quitting 
Employee Well-Being at work extends beyond job 

satisfaction, including overall life satisfaction, 

emotional health, and a sense of purpose (34-36). 

Recent studies have highlighted a connection 

between diminished Employee Well-Being and the 

emergence of "Quiet Quitting," where employees 

show a lack of involvement and limit their efforts 

to the bare minimum required. This behaviour 

often stems from overall Employee Well-Being, 

prompting employees to withdraw from work to 

protect their mental health (37-41). Research 

indicates that unfavourable work conditions, such 

as lack of job security and limited career 

advancement opportunities, can lead to increased 

job burnout and decreased Employee Well-Being, 

which in turn may result in Quiet Quitting 

behaviours (42). Conversely, fostering a supportive 

work environment that promotes Employee Well-

Being can mitigate the likelihood of such 

disengagement, which leads to Quiet Quitting (43). 

Based on an extensive literature review, the 

following hypothesis is posited:  

H2. Employee Well-Being has a negative impact on 

Quiet Quitting. 
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Employee Performance and Quiet 

Quitting 
A decline in employee commitment and Employee 

Performance often stems from managerial failures 

to engage and inspire their teams (44). The 

disconnect from work can lead employees to 

perform only the bare minimum required, a 

hallmark of Quiet Quitting. Employees who lack 

clear understanding of their roles are more 

susceptible to dissatisfaction and job tension, 

leading to reduced engagement and increased 

likelihood of Quiet Quitting (45). Crafting a culture 

of clarity, outlining specific Employee Performance 

parameters, and correct communication of 

managerial expectations are essential to prevent a 

lack in Employee Performance, which may lead to 

Quiet Quitting behaviours (46, 47). Extensive 

research has established a significant relationship 

where "Quiet Quitting"— where employees 

disengage and perform only minimal required 

tasks—negatively impacts overall Employee 

Performance (48, 49). However, the reverse 

relationship—where Employee Performance 

directly influences the likelihood of Quiet 

Quitting—remains underexplored. Understanding 

whether factors such as role clarity, job 

expectations, and managerial support affect 

Employee Performance levels, thereby leading 

employees to engage in Quiet Quitting, is crucial. 

This study aims to empirically test this 

relationship, providing insights into how Employee 

Performance dynamics may contribute to 

employee Quiet Quitting. The following hypothesis 

is posited:  

H3. Employee Performance has a negative impact 

on Quiet Quitting. 

Employee Performance as a Mediator 

between Employee Well-Being and 

Quiet Quitting 
Employee Well-Being plays a crucial role in 

shaping workplace behaviours, influencing both 

Employee Performance and disengagement 

tendencies like Quiet Quitting. Research suggests 

that employees with higher Employee Well-Being 

tend to perform better, as they experience greater 

job satisfaction, motivation, and resilience in their 

roles. In turn, higher Employee Performance is 

often linked to lower engagement in Quiet Quitting 

behaviours, as productive employees are more 

likely to feel valued and committed to their work. 

This suggests that Employee Performance 

mediates the relationship between Employee Well-

Being and Quiet Quitting, where Employee Well-

Being enhances Employee Performance, which 

subsequently reduces the likelihood of Quiet 

Quitting. However, if Employee Performance does 

not improve despite Employee Well-Being 

initiatives, employees may still detach from their 

roles, reinforcing the complex interplay between 

these workplace factors (50). 

H4: Employee Performance mediates the 

relationship between Employee Well-Being and 

Quiet Quitting 

Gender, Employee Well-Being, 

Employee Performance, Quiet Quitting 
Research indicates that men and women may 

experience and respond to workplace dynamics 

differently, influencing their levels of engagement 

and intentions to withdraw (51). Understanding 

these gender-specific dynamics is crucial for 

organisations aiming to implement effective 

interventions that promote Employee Well-Being 

and sustain high Employee Performance across 

their workforce (52, 53). This study examines how 

gender moderates the relationship between 

Employee Well-Being, Employee Performance, and 

Quiet Quitting. The hypotheses incorporating the 

moderating role of gender in the relationships 

between Employee Well-Being, Employee 

Performance, and Quiet Quitting: 

H5: Gender has a direct effect on Quiet Quitting and 

Employee Performance. 

H6: Gender moderates the relationship between 

Employee Well-Being and Employee Performance 

H7: Gender moderates the relationship between 

Employee Well-Being and Quiet Quitting 

H8: Gender moderates the relationship between 

Employee Performance and Quiet Quitting 

Therefore, the discussed relationships, grounded 

in the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Theory, are 

illustrated in the preliminary model shown in 

Figure 1, highlighting the links between Employee 

Well-Being, Employee Performance, and Quiet 

Quitting. 
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Figure 1: Conceptual Model Based on the Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Theory 

 

Methodology 
Sample 
The primary data for this study was collected 

through an online questionnaire across various 

IT/ITES sector companies in India. The data was 

collected in mid-2024, during the post-pandemic 

period when most IT companies had shifted to 

hybrid or remote work setups. The target 

respondents were employees working in these 

companies using convenience sampling (54). Data 

was obtained using a self-managed questionnaire, 

which collected information on demographic 

characteristics like age, gender, marital status, and 

number of dependents. Before sharing the 

questionnaire with the participants, the draft was 

sent to six academicians and researchers to ensure 

its validity. After revision for more clarity, the final 

survey started, where 315 questionnaires were 

shared. From the same, 296 were completed and 

returned. After excluding incomplete or unsuitable 

responses, 282 valid questionnaires were retained 

for the final sample analysis. Demographic data 

about the respondents are presented in Table 1. 
 

Table 1: Demographic Information about the Respondents 

Demographic Variable  Category Frequency % 

Gender Male 117 41% 

 Female 164 58% 

 Prefer not to say 1 0% 

Age group  Less Than 30 years 182 65% 

 30-40 Years 59 21% 

 40-50 Years 38 13% 

 50-60 Years 3 1% 

Highest qualification  Below bachelor’s degree 8 3% 

 Bachelor degree or equivalent 108 38% 

 Master’s degree or equivalent 159 56% 

 Ph.D. or equivalent 7 2% 

Marital status  Unmarried 173 61% 

 Married 105 37% 

 Separated/Divorced 4 1% 

Number of Dependents No dependents 53 19% 

 1-2 144 51% 
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 3-4 77 27% 

 5-6 7 2% 

 More than 6 1 0% 

Income Below 5 Lacs 72 26% 

 5 -10 Lacs 134 48% 

 10-15 Lacs 22 8% 

 15-20 Lacs 11 4% 

 Above 20 Lacs 43 15% 

Designation  Executive-Entry Level 35 12% 

 Junior Management Level 130 46% 

 Middle Management Level 95 34% 

 Senior Management Level 22 8% 

Type of employment Fulltime  252 89% 

 Part-time 16 6% 

 Contractual 14 5% 

Total work experience Less than 5 years 129 46% 

 5-10 years 82 29% 

 10-15 years 35 12% 

 15-20 years 23 8% 

 Above 20 years 13 5% 

Mode of Working Hybrid 135 48% 

 Work from Office 115 41% 

 Work from Home 32 11% 
 

Measures 
The items measuring the latent constructs were 

sourced from existing literature. The scale used to 

measure Employee Performance in this study is 

adapted from the previous work, utilising a 5-point 

Likert scale (54). The scale used to measure 

Employee Well-Being in this study is derived from 

the prior research work (55). The scale used to 

measure Quiet Quitting in this study is adapted 

from the existing literature. (14), utilizing a 5-point 

Likert scale. The Quiet Quitting scale captures 

disengagement and low extra effort, including 

reduced initiative and Organisational Citizenship 

Behaviour (OCB). Higher scores mean stronger 

Quiet Quitting. 

Data Characteristics 
In the study, out of 315 questionnaires distributed 

to the target group, 282 were returned with valid 

responses. However, 33 were incomplete and thus 

excluded from the analysis. The study employs 

PLS-SEM to analyse the data and evaluate the 

hypotheses, chosen over Covariance-Based SEM 

(CB-SEM) due to the sample size, normality 

characteristics, and research objectives (56-58). 

Given the complexity of the relationships among 

the constructs in the model, the PLS-SEM 

technique was used for the analysis. 
 

Results  
The study utilizes PLS-SEM to analyse the data and 

assess the hypotheses, as it effectively tests both 

reliability and validity, yielding robust predictive 

values. Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics 

for the indicators, showing the mean and standard 

deviation for each variable of interest.  

 

Table 2: Mean and Standard Deviation 

Name Mean Standard Deviation 

Gender 0.42 0.50 

EP1 3.66 0.91 

EP2 3.68 0.85 

EP3 3.82 0.90 

EP4 3.64 0.96 
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EP5 3.77 0.97 

EP6 3.75 1.00 

QQ1 2.21 1.25 

QQ2 2.28 1.08 

QQ3 2.21 1.17 

QQ4 2.41 1.20 

QQ5 2.28 1.18 

QQ6 2.30 1.17 

QQ7 2.31 1.24 

QQ8 2.32 1.29 

EWB1 4.57 1.74 

EWB2 4.97 1.73 

EWB3 4.98 1.77 

EWB4 4.91 1.71 

EWB5 5.16 1.72 

EWB6 4.86 1.69 

EWB7 5.20 1.71 

EWB8 4.95 1.71 

EWB9 5.21 1.66 

EWB10 5.26 1.82 

EWB11 5.06 1.72 

EWB12 4.97 1.70 

EWB13 4.82 1.69 

EWB14 4.72 1.71 

EWB15 4.87 1.69 

EWB16 4.86 1.68 

EWB17 4.81 1.74 

EP – Employee Performance, QQ – Quiet Quitting, EWB – Employee Well-Being 
 

Measurement Model 
The research hypothesis was assessed using PLS-

SEM due to its reliability and ease of handling 

complex models (59). PLS-SEM targets the most 

impactful parts of the independent variables to 

boost prediction accuracy for the dependent 

variables, making it ideal for research focused on 

analysing and forecasting outcomes from 

established relationships (60). The measurement 

model states the estimates of reliability and 

validity. Also, it uses Cronbach's Alpha and 

Composite Reliability to check how consistently a 

survey measures a concept. Table 3 outlines the 

reliability and validity metrics for the constructs 

employed in the research. The minimum threshold 

for Cronbach’s Alpha and rho_a (for 

unstandardized data) is 0.7 (61). For rho_c (for 

standardized data), the value should exceed the 

Average Variance Extracted (AVE), and the AVE 

itself should be at least 0.5 to affirm the reliability 

and validity of any construct. 
 

Table 3: Cronbach’s Alpha, Composite Reliability, and AVE 

 
Cronbach's 

alpha 

Composite 

reliability (rho_a) 

Composite 

reliability 

(rho_c) 

AVE 

Employee Performance 0.91 0.93 0.93 0.68 

Employee Well-Being 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.68 

Quiet Quitting 0.94 0.95 0.95 0.72 
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For this study, the Employee Performance 

Cronbach’s Alpha is reported at 0.909, indicating a 

high level of internal consistency, which is 

corroborated by a Composite Reliability of 0.929. 

The AVE for this construct stands at 0.684, 

surpassing the 0.5 threshold and confirming good 

convergent validity. The Employee Well-Being 

construct shows even higher reliability, with a 

Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.97 and Composite Reliability 

of 0.973, demonstrating excellent internal 

consistency. Its AVE of 0.677 further validates the 

strong convergent validity of the construct. Quiet 

Quitting also exhibits robust reliability metrics, 

with a Cronbach’s Alpha of 0.944 and a Composite 

Reliability of 0.953. The AVE for Quiet Quitting is 

0.719, significantly exceeding the standard 

benchmark, which confirms its solid convergent 

validity. These metrics collectively ensure that the 

constructs are accurately measured and reflect a 

strong theoretical grounding, as indicated by their 

internal consistency and validity measures (62). To 

confirm the discriminant validity, the next value 

analysed is the Fornell and Larker criterion. This 

criterion requires that the square root of the AVE 

for each construct must exceed the correlations 

between that construct and any other in the model. 

This ensures each construct is distinctly different 

from others.  
 

Table 4: Fornell-Larcker Criterion 

 
Employee 

Performance 

Employee  

Well-Being 

Quiet 

Quitting 
Gender 

Employee Performance 0.827    

Employee Well-Being 0.324 0.823   

Quiet Quitting -0.228 -0.716 0.848  

Gender -0.104 -0.115 -0.038 1 
 

In Table 4, the diagonal values in bold represent 

the square roots of the AVE for each construct, 

while the off-diagonal elements show the 

correlations between constructs. The bold 

diagonal values for Employee Performance, 

Employee Well-Being, Quiet Quitting, and gender 

are 0.827, 0.823, 0.848, and 1.000, respectively. 

These values exceed the correlations listed in 

their corresponding rows and columns. This 

arrangement confirms that our measurement 

models have successfully established both 

discriminant and convergent validity, as the 

diagonal values (square roots of AVEs) are greater 

than all respective inter-construct correlations, 

affirming that each construct is distinct and well-

defined in the context of our study. In PLS-SEM, 

assessing discriminant validity also involves 

using the hetero-trait mono-trait ratio (HTMT) of 

correlations (63). This criterion compares the 

average correlations between indicators across 

different constructs to the average correlations 

within the same constructs. If HTMT exceeds 

0.90, it indicates a potential overlap, suggesting 

insufficient discriminant validity. For more 

distinct constructs, the threshold should be lower, 

around 0.85, to ensure clearer separation 

between constructs. 

 

Table 5: Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 

 
Employee 

Performance 

Employee 

Well-Being 

Quiet 

Quitting 
Gender 

Gender x 

Employee 

Well-Being 

Gender x 

Employee 

Performance 

Employee 

Performance 
      

Employee Well-

Being 
0.33      

Quiet Quitting 0.23 0.74     

Gender 0.11 0.12 0.06    

Gender x 

Employee Well-

Being 

0.18 0.08 0.07 0.04   

Gender x 

Employee 

Performance 

0.07 0.16 0.11 0.06 0.36  
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Table 5 effectively demonstrates that all HTMT 

values are below the conservative threshold of 

0.85, significantly distinguishing each construct 

from the others. This confirms that discriminant 

validity has been firmly established for the study. 

Consequently, we can conclude that each construct 

is well-defined and distinct within the model, 

providing a strong foundation for the validity of the 

research findings. 

Structural Model 
The measurement model tables created from the 

analysis showed that the model used fits the data 

accurately. This good fit ensures that we can 

confidently move forward to the next step, which is 

testing the hypotheses we have about the 

relationships between variables using PLS-SEM. 

The second stage of this process involves 

bootstrapping, which employs 5,000 resamples to 

rigorously estimate standard errors and 

confidence intervals, thereby ensuring precise 

hypothesis testing.  Path analysis in structural 

equation modelling involves latent variables, 

which were analysed to examine the relationships 

between constructs. This analysis utilises path 

coefficients to reveal both the strength and 

direction of these relationships, providing insights 

into how constructs influence one another. On the 

right side of the model, the principal construct is 

Employee Performance (Figure 1). The path 

coefficient analysis will also serve as the basis for 

our hypothesis testing, and all the values are 

presented in Table 6. The results of H1 suggest the 

relationship between Employee Well-Being and 

Employee Performance is positive and significant 

(β = 0.306, p < 0.001) which aligns with previous 

studies highlighting that improved well-being 

leads to better performance (4, 5). The result of H2 

states a substantial negative impact of Employee 

Well-Being on Quiet Quitting is significant (β = -

0.729, p < 0.001), matching past studies that link 

well-being to lower disengagement (6, 7). While, in 

the H3 result, a negligible and statistically non-

significant effect of Employee Performance on 

Quiet Quitting, with values (β = -0.003, p = 0.939), 

which suggests that performance alone may not 

predict disengagement, as also noted in other 

studies (8). The results of H4 indicates a minimal 

and statistically non-significant mediating impact 

of Employee Performance on relation of Employee 

Performance and Quiet Quitting, with β = -0.001, p 

= 0.942. H5 states the influence of gender on 

Employee Performance and Quiet Quitting is minor 

and not statistically significant (β = -0.063, p = 

0.277 for Employee Performance; β = -0.123, p = 

0.002 for Quiet Quitting), indicating that while 

gender has a significant effect on Quiet Quitting; it 

does not significantly impact Employee 

Performance. Interaction effects were also 

examined in further hypothesis. H6 suggests that 

gender combined with Employee Well-Being has a 

significant positive effect on Employee 

Performance (β = 0.135, p = 0.030), though H7 

states that its impact on Quiet Quitting is not 

significant (β = -0.013, p = 0.791). Lastly, H8 

suggests that the interaction of gender with 

Employee Performance shows a negligible effect on 

Quiet Quitting (β = 0.005, p = 0.896), highlighting 

that gender differences do not significantly alter 

the relationship between Employee Performance 

and Quiet Quitting behaviours. Overall, gender was 

found to influence how well-being affects 

performance, with male employees showing 

stronger performance benefits (9, 10). However, 

gender did not significantly change the effects of 

well-being or performance on Quiet Quitting.  

Table 6: Path Coefficient and p-Values 

 

Original 

Sample 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

p-

Value 

Accepted/ 

Rejected 
β 

EWB -> EP 0.306 0.312 0.063 4.874 0 Accepted 

EWB -> QQ -0.729 -0.73 0.037 19.78 0 Accepted 

EP - > QQ -0.003 -0.005 0.04 0.077 0.939 Rejected 

EWB -> EP -> QQ -0.001 -0.002 0.013 0.073 0.942 Rejected 

G->EP -0.063 -0.064 0.058 1.086 0.277 Rejected 

G -> QQ -0.123 -0.123 0.039 3.147 0.002 Accepted 

G*EWB -> EP 0.135 0.134 0.062 2.173 0.03 Accepted 

G*EWB -> QQ -0.013 -0.012 0.051 0.266 0.791 Rejected 

G*EP -> QQ 0.005 0.004 0.04 0.131 0.896 Rejected 

EWB: Employee Well-Being, EP – Employee Performance, QQ – Quiet Quitting, G -Gender 
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The coefficient of determination (R²), indicates the 

proportion of variance in the dependent variable 

that can be predicted from the independent 

variable(s) while the Adjusted R-squared 

(Adjusted R²) values provide these estimates 

accounting for the number of predictors in the 

model, offering a more precise measure by 

adjusting for potential over fitting. Table 7 holds 

the value of the same.  

 

Table 7: Coefficient of Determination 

Construct R-squared (Original) 
Adjusted R-squared 

(Original) 

Employee Performance 0.127 0.118 

Quiet Quitting 0.528 0.519 
 

The R-squared value for Employee Performance is 

0.127, suggesting that approximately 12.7% of the 

variability in Employee Performance is explained 

by the independent variables included in the 

model. The Adjusted R-squared, a more 

conservative estimate, is slightly lower at 0.118, 

indicating a slight adjustment when accounting for 

the number of predictors. For Quiet Quitting, the R-

squared value is notably higher at 0.528, 

demonstrating that about 52.8% of the variance in 

Quiet Quitting behaviours can be explained by the 

model’s predictors. The Adjusted R-squared for 

Quiet Quitting stands at 0.519, affirming the 

substantial explanatory power of the model while 

slightly adjusting for the number of included 

variables. Finally, predictive relevance of the model 

was assessed using the PLS Predict method. It was 

applied to the data to assess the model’s predictive 

accuracy and reliability (64). Table 8 presents the 

predictive relevance and accuracy metrics for our 

model, focusing on Employee Performance and 

Quiet Quitting. 
 

Table 8: PLS Predict Summary 

 Q²predict RMSE MAE 

Employee 

Performance 
0.101 0.962 0.707 

Quiet Quitting 0.514 0.702 0.529 

 Q²predict 
PLS-

SEM_RMSE 

PLS-

SEM_MAE 
LM_RMSE LM_MAE IA_RMSE IA_MAE 

EP1 0.094 0.865 0.643 0.896 0.668 0.909 0.702 

EP2 0.066 0.828 0.639 0.857 0.66 0.856 0.686 

EP3 0.075 0.868 0.6 0.898 0.661 0.903 0.649 

EP4 0.055 0.94 0.741 0.985 0.765 0.966 0.776 

EP5 0.047 0.946 0.685 0.969 0.721 0.969 0.731 

EP6 0.08 0.962 0.714 0.983 0.743 1.003 0.772 

QQ1 0.275 1.071 0.856 1.086 0.878 1.258 0.994 

QQ2 0.37 0.862 0.675 0.878 0.682 1.086 0.855 

QQ3 0.378 0.93 0.747 0.942 0.746 1.178 0.965 

QQ4 0.358 0.968 0.751 1.015 0.795 1.208 1.005 

QQ5 0.371 0.94 0.713 0.985 0.765 1.185 0.968 

QQ6 0.386 0.921 0.727 0.956 0.76 1.176 0.952 

QQ7 0.346 1.002 0.763 1.02 0.785 1.239 1.02 

QQ8 0.45 0.957 0.735 0.971 0.761 1.291 1.072 
 

As demonstrated, the Q² values for Quiet Quitting 

indicated a substantial predictive relevance 

(0.514), suggesting the model's robust ability to 

predict outcomes related to this construct. 

Conversely, Employee Performance showed a 

lower predictive relevance with a Q² value of 0.101, 

indicating moderate predictability. Figure 2 

illustrates the model that has been tested through 

empirical methods. This visual representation not 

only enhances comprehension but also aids in the 

discussion of the findings and their implications in 

the broader context of the research field. 
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Figure 2: Empirically Tested Model 

  

Discussion 
The results of this study underscore the intricate 

interplay between Employee Performance, Quiet 

Quitting, and the overarching influence of 

Employee Well-Being within the workplace, 

analysed through a robust PLS-SEM approach. 

These findings align with the JD-R Theory, which 

explains how job demands and resources shape 

Employee Well-Being, performance, and 

withdrawal behaviours.  The high reliability and 

validity metrics associated with these constructs 

reinforce the strength and applicability of our 

findings. A strong and positive relationship was 

observed between Employee Well-Being and 

Employee Performance (β = 0.306, p < 0.001), 

emphasising that employees with higher Employee 

Well-Being tend to perform better. This confirms 

that fostering a healthy work environment not only 

benefits employee morale but also enhances 

productivity and creativity (65, 66). The 

significance of this relationship highlights the 

importance of Employee Well-Being programs as a 

strategic tool for improving organisational 

outcomes.  The results show that Employee Well-

Being significantly reduces Quiet Quitting (β = -

0.729, p < 0.001), indicating that employees who 

experience higher Employee Well-Being are less 

likely to engage in Quiet Quitting. This finding 

underscores the critical role of Employee Well-

Being initiatives in preventing workplace 

withdrawal and reinforces the idea that 

organisations can mitigate Quiet Quitting by 

prioritising employee support systems, mental 

health resources, and job satisfaction strategies. 

The relationship between Employee Performance 

and Quiet Quitting was found to be negligible and 

statistically non-significant (β = -0.003, p = 0.939). 

Research states that an employee’s performance 

level does not directly determine their likelihood of 

engaging in Quiet Quitting behaviours. These 

finding contrasts with traditional assumptions that 

lower Employee Performance may signal 

disengagement from work, indicating that other 

factors, such as workplace conditions or intrinsic 

motivation, play a more dominant role in 

predicting Quiet Quitting. Researchers suggested 

that Employee Performance mediates the 

relationship between well-being and Quiet 

Quitting, but in this study, the mediation analysis 

result indicates that Employee Performance does 

not mediate the relationship between Employee 

Well-Being and Quiet Quitting (β = -0.001, p = 

0.942), as the indirect effect is both negligible and 

statistically non-significant. This suggests that the 

impact of Employee Well-Being on Quiet Quitting 

operates through a direct pathway, rather than 

being contingent upon an employee’s level of 
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performance. This is consistent with JD-R Theory, 

which emphasizes that insufficient resources or 

high demands can directly impact employee 

disengagement, independent of performance 

levels. This indicates that even high-performing 

employees may still engage in Quiet Quitting if 

their Employee Well-Being is compromised, 

possibly due to burnout or feeling unrecognized. 

Conversely, employees with strong Employee Well-

Being are less likely to Quiet Quitting, regardless of 

their Employee Performance levels. These findings 

emphasize that Employee Well-Being plays a more 

critical role in preventing Quiet Quitting than 

Employee Performance alone, reinforcing the need 

for organizations to prioritize Employee Well-

Being initiatives over performance-driven 

interventions. 

The impact of gender on Employee Performance 

was significant (67), but this study states that the 

effect of gender on Employee Performance was not 

significant (β = -0.063, p = 0.277), suggesting that 

Employee Performance levels do not differ 

meaningfully between male and female employees. 

This finding aligns with broader research 

indicating that, when provided with equal 

opportunities, gender does not inherently predict 

differences in Employee Performance. Instead, 

contextual factors such as role expectations and 

industry-specific dynamics may be more 

influential.  

A statistically significant negative relationship was 

found between gender and Quiet Quitting (β = -

0.123, p = 0.002), indicating that males (coded as 

1) are less likely to engage in Quiet Quitting 

compared to females (68). This suggests that 

workplace Quiet Quitting may manifest differently 

across genders, potentially influenced by varying 

work expectations, job satisfaction levels, or 

perceived career advancement opportunities.  

However, gender significantly moderates the 

relationship between Employee Well-Being and 

Employee Performance (β = 0.135, p = 0.030), 

indicating that Employee Well-Being has a stronger 

impact on Employee Performance for male 

employees (coded as 1) compared to female 

employees as also stated in another research 

works (69). This suggests that males may derive 

greater Employee Performance benefits from 

improved Employee Well-Being, potentially due to 

differences in coping mechanisms, workplace 

stressors, or role expectations.  

Gender did not significantly moderate the impact 

of Employee Well-Being on Quiet Quitting (β = -

0.013, p = 0.791), indicating that Employee Well-

Being consistently reduces Quiet Quitting for both 

males and females. This reinforces the universal 

importance of Employee Well-Being initiatives in 

mitigating Quiet Quitting, suggesting that such 

interventions are equally effective across genders. 

Researchers demonstrate a positive moderating 

effect of gender on the relationship between 

Employee Performance and Quiet Quitting; 

however, in this study, the moderating effect of 

gender on the Employee Performance–Quiet 

Quitting relationship was not significant (β = 0.005, 

p = 0.896), indicating that Employee Performance 

does not influence Quiet Quitting behaviours 

differently for males and females. This finding 

suggests that while Employee Performance levels 

vary across individuals, they do not directly dictate 

Quiet Quitting behaviours based on gender. 

Instead, Quiet Quitting is likely driven by broader 

workplace factors such as job satisfaction, 

leadership styles, and work-life balance. These 

results emphasize that while gender does not 

independently determine Employee Performance 

or Quiet Quitting, it plays a moderating role in how 

employees respond to Employee Well-Being and 

Employee Performance-related factors. 

Organizations should consider tailoring Employee 

Well-Being programs and engagement strategies to 

account for these moderating effects, ensuring that 

workplace interventions are designed to maximize 

effectiveness for different employee groups.  

This study shows that Employee Well-Being has a 

strong and direct role in lowering Quiet Quitting, 

no matter how well someone is performing. As 

Quiet Quitting may be shaped by local culture and 

norms, its patterns and causes might differ in non-

Indian or non-IT contexts. The results reflect the 

experiences of IT employees in Indian cities, where 

work pressure and digital demands are high. At the 

same time, how employees respond to these 

challenges may differ in other work settings or 

cultures. Even so, the core message remains clear 

— when employees feel supported and valued, 

they stay more engaged. 

Practical Implications of the Study 
This study highlights that Employee Well-Being 

plays a key role in reducing Quiet Quitting, 

especially in high-demand sectors like IT and ITES. 

While Employee Performance is important, it is not 
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sufficient to prevent disengagement if well-being is 

overlooked. Based on these findings, 

organizations—particularly in the tech sector—

need to rethink how they support their workforce. 

For HR Professionals: HR should recognize that 

well-being is not a perk but a key factor in long-

term engagement and productivity. It should be 

embedded into the organizational culture through 

structured practices such as pulse surveys, digital 

well-being tools, and early-warning indicators of 

disengagement. These tools help track stress levels 

and identify withdrawal patterns early. HR should 

also include well-being as a performance criterion 

in managers’ KRAs, ensuring that leaders are 

accountable for their team’s psychological health. 

Additionally, HR must organize offline well-being 

workshops separately for men and women to 

better understand their unique stressors and 

support needs, as different genders may 

experience and respond to workplace stress 

differently. 

For Managers: Managers should be trained to 

recognize early signs of Quiet Quitting, such as 

reduced participation, limited collaboration, or 

disengagement from tasks beyond core 

responsibilities. Regular one-on-one interactions 

with team members are essential for maintaining 

trust and connection. In remote or hybrid setups, 

consistent efforts—such as virtual team-building 

activities or informal check-ins—can help reduce 

isolation and improve engagement. These 

practices should be on-going rather than one-time 

interventions. Recognizing employee contribution

-ns during team meetings can also serve as a simple 

but effective motivator. Well-being indicators 

should be integrated into managerial performance 

evaluations to promote shared accountability. 

Additionally, small gestures such as personalized 

appreciation, creative recognition titles, or public 

praise can strengthen emotional engagement and 

help employees feel genuinely valued.  

At the Policy Level: Organizations should embed 

Employee Well-Being into their performance 

management systems. This includes setting clear 

expectations regarding manager involvement in 

well-being, allocating time for regular check-ins, 

and defining structured responses to early signs of 

disengagement. Organizations should also 

redesign their reward systems to acknowledge not 

only outcomes but also effort and collaboration. 

These rewards can include both tangible and 

experiential options—such as family dining 

vouchers, team vacation outings, or wellness-

focused benefits like a day off, gym or dance class 

memberships, access to dieticians, or mental 

health helplines. Such initiatives foster a culture 

that promotes sustained engagement and 

recognizes employees beyond just performance 

metrics. 
 

Conclusion 
The study’s findings emphasize the critical role of 

Employee Well-Being in both enhancing Employee 

Performance and reducing Quiet Quitting, 

reinforcing the need for organizations to invest in 

Employee Well-Being strategies. These findings 

reinforce the relevance of JD-R Theory in 

understanding how workplace conditions shape 

employee behaviour. Gender differences were 

evident in Quiet Quitting behaviours but not in 

performance levels, suggesting that while males 

are less likely to engage in Quiet Quitting, 

Employee Performance outcomes remain stable 

across genders. Additionally, the interaction effects 

highlight that Employee Well-Being has a stronger 

influence on performance for males, but its impact 

on Quiet Quitting remains consistent across 

genders. These insights provide valuable guidance 

for organizations seeking to optimize employee 

engagement and Employee Performance while 

mitigating workplace Quiet Quitting.  

Future Research Directions 
This study opens several avenues for future 

research aimed at deepening our understanding of 

workplace dynamics. Future investigations could 

explore the influence of demographic factors like 

age and education on Employee Well-Being and 

Employee Performance, providing insight into the 

development of tailored management strategies. A 

longitudinal approach would also be beneficial in 

examining the long-term effects of Employee Well-

Being initiatives and their impact on Quiet 

Quitting. To enhance contextual relevance, future 

research can also integrate regional or cross-

cultural studies, as Quiet Quitting may vary across 

countries, cultures, and generations based on 

different work values and engagement norms. 

Additionally, examining the role of organizational 

culture and technology in shaping employee 

experiences can offer guidance on optimizing work 

environments in a digital age. Together, these 

research directions promise to enrich our 
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theoretical and practical knowledge of 

organizational behaviour, aiding in the 

development of more supportive and effective 

workplace environments. 
 

Abbreviations 
AVE: Average Variance Extracted, PLS-SEM: Partial 

Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling.  
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