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Abstract

Although interest in the subject of human-resounaeketing is growing among researchers
and practitioners, there have been remarkably fadies on the effects on employees of how
benevolent their organization is. This article lsakt the link between the presumption of
organizational benevolence and the well-being oplegees at work. The results of an

empirical study of 595 employees show that theprggion of organizational benevolence is
positively linked to employee well-being. The effas indirect, as it is mediated by the

perceived level of organizational support. The texise of a link between employee well-

being and intention to quit the company is alsdficored.
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Well-being, which can be defined as “a pleasartesés a result of physical and spiritual
satisfaction” (Dictionary Larousse), is, interegtiy a twofold concept: there is the social
aspect (the well-being of people in general) arelitidividual aspect (the well-being of a
particular person). Given the commonsense naturthisfdefinition, it is not difficult to
understand why well-being is of such interest i@ World of marketing. By engaging in the
act of consumption the individual can find a wayatieve or maintain a state of well-being.
This feeling stems from having satisfied a needdqdla, et al. 1970). Can it be considered,
by analogy, that employee well-being constitutesaor stake in the context of human-
resource management? A survey conducted in 2012 1000 French employees found
that the most important thing to them was “welldgeat work”, i.e. a good balance between
work and home life, as well as a job that allowsnthto prosper. Salary was only the fifth
most important thing. The survey also reveals 8286 of respondents intended to leave their
employer (1).

It is now widely accepted that the term “consumptioovers a huge variety of situations.
According to current thinking in human-resource keéing, the employee can be considered
the client, the employer the brand, and the HRroffethe product (Panczuk and Point,
2011). So, the notion of well-being is proving ®df great interest in the specific context of
human-resource marketing, as employee well-beinddcdrive employee loyalty and thus
contribute to the overall performance of the conypalloreover, it involves both an
individual element — the well-being of the employsean individual — and a social element —
the well-being of the group of people that makeshgpcompany or organization.

Another concept that is currently preoccupying campmanagers is benevolence, which is
defined as “an inclination to understand and obligkeers” (Larousse). In management
theory, the concept of benevolence is as famillamiarketing as it is in human-resource
marketing, and is considered in both contexts disn@nsion of trust — in the brand (Gurviez

and Korchia, 2002), first and foremost, but alsothe employer (Rempel et al. 1985).

Benevolence is therefore defined as “the willingnesassume that the other person will act
honestly” (Brunel and Morrisson, 2008; p. 11). lrarketing terms, this corresponds to

having good intentions, prioritizing the client apdying attention to their needs (Ganesan,
1994, Doney and Cannon 1997). Researchers in gl df marketing are also interested in
another concept linked to benevolence, which isptiegsumption of benevolence, defined by
Frisou (2000) as the evaluation of the intentiatisbaited to the partner. This concept has not
yet been transferred to the context of organization of human-resource marketing. In fact,
the presumption of benevolence on the part of &icodar employee is based on a set of
indicators and not on evidence.

It is not difficult to understand the manageridkenest in exploring the relationship between
the presumption of organizational benevolence angl@yee well-being and studying the
effects of well-being on employee retention. Indgédneration Y, on the one hand, seems to
have less long-term loyalty to employers than thevipus generation and, on the other,
values its personal well-being and has high expecs in terms of work-life balance. An
empirical study was conducted among employees dierato test a number of hypotheses
linking the concepts of well-being (WB), the pregquian of organizational benevolence
(POB) and perceived organizational support (POS).

To our knowledge, the link between employer bereavod and employee well-being has not
yet been explored. Some research studied the ndtu®f benevolence on trust between
managers and subordinates (Lled de Nalda et ab;2®don, 2013). This research is one of
the first to demonstrate the influence impact ofplryer benevolence on employee well-
being.



As for the influence of well-being on turnover, ghiesearch makes a distinction between
positive and negative well-being, while in previaesearch well-being was measured by an
average index making impossible to isolate theceié positive and negative well-being on
the intention to leave the company (Whright and &gr2007).

This article is structured in four parts. The ficgincerns the concept of well-being as it is
used in psychology, marketing and human-resourceagement, as well as one of its
possible antecedents: benevolence. The secondquardes on the conceptual model and
hypothesis. The results of the empirical study@mesented in the third part. Then they are
discussed.

1. The concept of well-being in human-resour ce management

Well-being is, first and foremost, a psychologistdte. Is such a state, as experienced by
employees, of benefit for the organizations thaplemmthem?

Well-being as a psychological state

Well-being is a positive psychological state thades from how an individual perceives and
assesses their life. “It is generally formulatedusrd happiness and quality of life” (Gorge et
al. 2015, p. 105). There are two conceptions ofl-beihg: hedonic (or subjective) and
eudaimonic (or psychological). In the first of thesoncepts, well-being is considered as a
subjective assessment of I{ieiener, 1984). For Ménard and Brunet (2012, p, 98bjective
well-being is “the sum or result of evaluative rigas to stimuli linked to existence that are
encountered by the individual in various situatiarswalks of life, such as work, for
example”. There are two dimensions to subjectivl-laging: the search for reward (positive
affects) and the avoidance of punishment (negaitifeets) (Massé et al. 1998).

In the eudaimonic concept, well-being is achievdtenvthe individual succeeds in giving
meaning to his/her life. So, it is measured in termh the degree to which the individual
perceives themselves as having achieved self-auegt control over their environment,
positive relationships with others, life goals, smral growth, and autonomy (Ryff and
Keyes, 1995). If well-being is generally held todpositive psychological state, Warr (1990)
sees it as a two-dimensionapositive and negative construct.

Rolland (2000) notes that psychologists studyingdl-taeing have tended to focus on
happiness. Bradburn (1969) considers it to be & stawhich the positive affect, for a
particular person, outweigh the negative. This &sdd on the author's assessment of
subjective well-being by subtracting scores ondtale of negative emotions from those on
the scale of positive emotions (positive emotionsus negative emotions). It is about two
separate dimensions positive and negative affects whose independence has been
evidenced by many research studies (Connolly asev&varan 1999; Diener and Emmons
1985; Warr, et al. 1983; Watson and Clark, 1992).

Well-being at work— an affective construct different from job satigiac, which is
evaluative (Wright and Cropnazano, 1997), refléiaeéspredominance of positive affects over
negative ones (Diener and Larsen, 1993). In tHd & human resources, several empirical
studies have demonstrated the benefits of wellgbelh helps improve performance and
productivity (Wright and Cropanzano, 1997). It alsglps reduce staff turnover (Wright and
Bonett, 2007).

In previous literature, some antecedents of waltdpevere identified. In their study, Clarke
and Mahadi (2017) found mutual recognition respetiveen leaders and followers predicted
both follower job performance and well-being. Maren Ethical leadership is positively



related to work engagement and emotional exhaustibno indicators of employee well-
being (Chughtai, Byrne and Flood, 2015).

The presumption of benevolence as an antecedevelbbeing

The presumption of benevolence concept comes franketing. Regarding the elements that
constitute trust in a brand, of which benevolersene, Frisou (2000) prefers to talk about
presumption because, in his opinion, “the fact thatimulus is perceived and involved does
not necessarily mean it is accepted, or translatea trust” (Frisou, 2000, p. 68). The
presumption of benevolence is therefore inherertisnconcept of trust. It is a mental state,
not directly observable, which is based more oncatdrs than evidengérisou, 2000). The
presumption of benevolence “is a brand’s ability pot the long-term interests of the
consumer before its own short-term intere¢Gbuteron, 2008, p. 116). The presumption of
benevolence signifies the interest a brand hagsirtlients. Likewise, the presumption of
benevolence of the employer brand (or presumptfasrganizational benevolence) signifies
the interest an organization, as an employer,rhds staff.

2. Conceptual model and hypotheses

Benevolence as an antecedent of well-being

The way in which an organization manages humaruress is an indicator of the attention it
pays its employees. It has been shown that empl@greeption of their manager’s
behavioral integrity is positively related to joatisfaction, job engagement, health, and life
satisfaction and negatively to stress, turnoveliliiood, and work-to-family conflict (Prottas,
2013). Ethical leadership indirectly influencestbetnployee well-being and life satisfaction,
through job satisfaction (Yang, 2014). The way ihickh an organization manages human
resources shows how much the employer values ifdogees and the degree to which it
considers their well-being (Guerrero and Herrb&009). Moreover, companies that offer
practical employee benefits, such as flexible haur®n-site day care, would be seen by
employees as considerate of their well-being (Ban2000). When employees perceive the
benevolence of their employer through fair treattntns indicates the degree to which the
organization values their contribution and caresuabtheir well-being (Aselage and
Eisenberger, 2003). Thus, the following hypothesi&, which links the presumption of
organizational benevolence and well-being at woak be stated:

Hypothesis 1 The presumption of organizational benevolence (P®B)ences the well-
being of employees at work. POB has a positivaierfite on the positive dimension of well-
being (H1a), while POB has a negative influencetten negative dimension of well-being
(H1b).

The mediating role of perceived organizational supp

Perceived organizational support (POS) refers tpleyees’ perception of their employer in
terms of the degree to which the latter cares abwerm, values their efforts and personal
commitment, and is interested in their professiavell-being (Eisenberger et.dl986). This

belief depends on the sincerity and frequency sfuges of goodwill made by the employer
towards employees, over and above contractualatimigs (Aselage and Eisenberger, 2003).

The mediating role of POS has already been promedrevious literature. For example,
Guerrero and Herrbach (200&howed that the link between psychological contract
fulfillment and affective states appears throughSP&nd not directly. Similarly, we expect
the POS to mediate the relationship between emplbgeevolence and employee well-



being. This means that employee well-being (WB)as$ a direct consequence of employer
benevolence, but derives from the POS. We statdahbgperception about how an employer
is benevolent is related to employer WB becauseay generate a mindset, that is POS,
which is both the outcome of employer benevolenu# the antecedent of employee WB.
POS thus captures the attitudinal component of eyeplbenevolence, this is why it will
fully mediate the relationship between employerdwetence and employee well-being.

If employees perceive that their company is falnstis an indicator of the latter's
benevolence. For Rhoades et(aD01), procedural fairness plays a strong pamhether
employees see an organization as benevolent ovolate. For these authors, this perception
—when it is positive- helps reinforce POS. Thus, hypothesis H2 candiedt

Hypothesis 2 The presumption of organizational benevolence hassitive influence on
POS.

For Rhoades et al. (2001), POS can help explainames’ emotional commitment to their
organization. For these authors, employees, byldewveg general beliefs about the degree to
which their employer takes their WB into accourgfedimine how prepared the latter is to
reward their efforts. Several studies have shovat #0S is positively related to many
positive outcomes (e.g., Baran et al., 2012; Ksrgest al., 2015; Rhoades and Eisenberger,
2002). For Eisenberger and Stinglhamber (2011)Pth& outcomes can be classified in three
categories: favourable attitudes towards orgamnate.g., affective commitment), beneficial
behavioural outcomes (e.g., performance), and eyaplavell-being. On the basis of these
findings, hypothesis H3 can be postulated.

Hypothesis 3 POS influences well-being at work. POS has a pasiinfluence on the
positive dimension of well-being (H3a), while PO&sha negative influence on the negative
dimension of well-being (H3b).

Internal effects of well-being at work

While it has been shown that well-being is benafitdr employees, this present research is
more concerned with its benefits for the organaratiNevertheless, it is worth recalling that

those who experience a greater sense of well-braergage the various aspects of their lives
better than others. They have more friendshipsighehn level of self-confidence, progress

further and are more engaged in their work, earremmoney and enjoy better cardiovascular
health (Diener et al. 2003).

For companies, employee well-being involves bottemral and internal factors. In their
external efforts to differentiate themselves andnime attractive to potential employees,
companies can promote the level of well-being tlodfer. The well-being of current

employees constitutes real added value in the ladaoket (Creusier, 2013).

Internally, employee well-being has several besgiiticluding reduced staff turnover and
absenteeism. In fact, staff turnover is often aom@roblem for companies. A survey of

French workers in 2012 found that 32% of resporslariended to leave their employer (1).
Even though it is acknowledged that retaining alpyees could have a detrimental effect
on skills renewal, staff turnover does become aompjoblem when it comes to skilled

workers. Here, it represents a double loss forcthapany: a loss of skills and a financial
loss. The latter can be quantified according todbst of releasing the employee plus the
costs of recruiting, inducting and training a repl@ent to get them up to speed. Staff
turnover therefore has a negative impact on thepemyis performance. In the case of skilled



employees, the cost has been estimated at 1.5 tovis the annual salary of the post-holder
(Wright and Bonett, 2007). In France, staff turnoigdikely to reach 15.1% by 2018 (2).

Back in 1931, Fisher and Hanna revealed the effadcigell-being on employee withdrawal,
on the likelihood of them being absent, and onrtbentribution to the company’s financial
performance (cited by Wright and Bonett, 2007, 44)1 Wright and Bonett (2007) held that
employees with a low sense of well-being were muotre likely to quit their job.
Consequently, hypothesis H4 can be stated as fellow

Hypothesis 4 Well-being at work influences the intention to leaw company. The positive
dimension of well-being has a negative influencdhlmintention to leave a company (H4a),
while the negative dimension of well-being has aifpee influence on the intention to leave
a company (H4b).

Hypotheses H1 to H4 emphasize the relationshipsdeet the concepts of presumption of
organizational benevolence, POS, well-being, aralr thirect or indirect effects on the
intention to leave a company (Fig. 1).

3. Empirical study and results

An empirical study was carried out in Spring 204 éest this research model.
Sample

The questionnaire was sent by e-mail to employéesrmpanies in the "Nouvelle-Aquitaine”
region of France. These companies are referencedaiabases made available by the
Chamber of Commerce.

The data were collected in two batches. An ingaple of 110 individuals provided the
basis for exploratory analyses, followed by a sdaaind, in which 842 questionnaires were
collected. The questionnaires were distributed %947 employees. After eliminating

temporary employees, trainees, job-seekers andndmssiowners, there were 95 viable
guestionnaires from the first collection and 5@ihfrthe second.

The characteristics of the two samples were vemylai (table 1).

In the second sample, the study covers a very langaber of industries, the most common
of which were personal services (28.4%), businesgices (26.4%) and manufacturing &
construction (22.4%).

Measurement of concepts

The concepts involved had been measured accordiaggdroved scales. Some were used as
already established, such as POS and intentioraeel the company. Others had to be



adapted, such as well-being and the presumptidrenévolence. The items associated with
each of the scales are shown in table 2.

Warr's scale (1990), which comprises 12 items, weasl to measum@mployee well-being. It

was designed to measure well-being both at workcanside of it, depending on the wording
of the question. In the work-related version, tbgpondent is required to assess, according to
a six-point scale ranging from ‘never’ to ‘alwayBow often they have experienced certain
feelings over the previous two weeks.

The scale comprises 12 feelings six positive (calm, contented, relaxed, cheerful,
enthusiastic, optimistic) and six negative (tenseegasy, worried, depressed, gloomy,
miserable).

The scale measuring the brand’s presumption ofvmdeece (Frisou, 2000) was adapted to
the company as employer to measurephesumption of benevolence of the employer. It
comprises four items.

Examples of items are “the company takes you ssiydand “the company takes care of
your interests”.

POS was measured using the Coyle-Shapiro and Conwalg $2005). They selected the
seven items with the highest factorial contribusicio Eisenberger et al's original scale
(2001), which comprises 36 items.

Examples of items are "My employer values my doumions to its well-being”; “My
employer cares about my opinions”.

One way of dealing with employee retention is tesjion them on whether or not they
intend to leave the company where they are emplolee intention to quit, considered to be
the best indicator for the adoption of obvious dréwal behavior (Giraud, 2015), reflects an
employee’s desire to leave the company voluntghlgore, 2000). Moore's unidimensional
scale (2000), comprising 4 items, was used to nredakeintention to quit the company.

Examples of items are "I will probably look for @bjat a different company in the next
year"; “I will take steps during the next year tecaire a job at a different company”.

Exploratory analyses

In the first instance, the validity of these scaless determined based on a sample of 95
individuals and with the help of exploratory facabr analyses (principal component
analyses). The hypotheses were then tested oncadsasample of 500 individuals, using
structural equation modeling. The principal compurenalyses (PCAs) showed that of the
scales selected for the empirical study, threeireduno adaptation, i.e. intention to quit, the
presumption of benevolence and POS.

The presumption of benevolence scale proved to ibdintensional (one positive, one

negative factor). Three items, for which either fiteres were below 0.5, or the correlation
with the two factors was relatively high, were disted. These three items were ‘calm’,
‘relaxed’ and ‘tense’ (table 2).



Confirmatory analyses
Measurement model

Although these scales had already been subjectemhfomatory analyses in previous papers
(Guerrero and Herrbach 2009; Holman et al. 200@)yfionatory factorial analyses (CFA)
were carried out in order to test measurement nsqgighle 3). Systematic bootstrapping was
applied to determine a confidence interval anddtia¢istical significance of each estimated
parameter.

The reliability of the scales was determined with help of Jéreskog’'s rho (1971). It varied
from 0.83 to 0.94, thereby demonstrating good lédlig. The convergent validity was
established using the average variance extract®E)YAFornell and Larcker, 1981). This
must be higher than or equal to 0.5. When the A¥Bhbove 0.5, the variance of a construct
is better explained by the items which measurkanhtby error. This condition is satisfied in
the case of all unidimensional scales and forwwedimensions of well-being. In the case of
the bi-dimensional measurement scale for well-heitig discriminant validity of the
different factors must also be established. Discramt validity is confirmed if the AVE of a
dimension is superior to the square of every cati@h between itself and other latent
concepts (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988). This camdis also satisfied: in fact, the square of
the correlation between the positive and negatinesdsions of well-being is 0.41, while the
AVE of the two dimensions of well-being was 0.64dah5. Therefore, the measurement
scales used in this research satisfy the conditaineeliability, convergent validity and
discriminant validity (for well-being). Moreover]ldoadings are statistically significant at
p<0.01. The goodness-of-fit statistics are alsoep@ble (SRMR<0.08; RMSEA<0.07,
except for the Intention to quit scale; GFI and ASF9; significanty® except for the scale of
presumption of benevolence).

Explanatory model

Structural equation modeling (with AMOS) was usedtdst the hypotheses of the causal
model. The parameters of the model were estimaitidthe maximum likelihood method. A
bootstrap was applied to determine a confiden@vat and the statistical significance of the
estimated parameters (table 4 and Fig. 2).

Goodness-of-fit indices are within the optimum nsrdefined by Hair et al. (2014, table 4, p.
584): y* = 624.19 for 245 dof (p<0.001). GFI is 0.906; SRMR)93; RMSEA, 0.056; and
TLI, 0.955.



The results show that hypotheses H1 to H4 are woadl. The presumption of organizational
benevolence is positively linked to employee weiAg (H1) and POS (H2). POS has a
positive influence on well-being at work (H3). Hyhesis H4 is also confirmed: The positive
dimension of well-being at work has a negativeuefice on the intention to leave a company
(H4a), while the negative dimension of well-beirtignaork has a positive influence on the
intention to leave a company (H4b).

However, it must be tested whether POS is realiyedliating variable in the relationship
between POB and well-being at work. The method menended by Baron and Kenny
(1981), which consists of a series of regressiaras applied, using SPSS. The stages are
detailed below.

1) The predictor variable (POB) predicts the depandariable (positive and negative well-
being). The relationship between POB and positiedl-taeing is positive (0.605***), while
the relationship between POB and negative wellgp&megative (-0.594**).

2) The predictor variable (POB) is a positive pcgati of the mediating variable (POS)
(.864***),

3) The mediating variable (POS) is a significaneédictor of the two dimensions of the
dependent variable (positive and negative welldpeiwhen both the predictor variable
(POB) and the mediating variable (POS) are includea multiple regression analysis. The
relationship between POS and positive well-being pssitive (0.469***), while the
relationship between POS and negative well-beimggative (-0.400***).

The role of POS as a mediator differs depending/logther the relationship being considered
is between POB and positive well-being or negatiadl-being. When it is positive, the
mediation of SOP is full, but when it is negatitiee mediation of SOP is parti@ig. 3).

4) The indirect effects are then calculated and ttatistical significance determined using
the Sobel's test (Sobel, 1982). This involves dakig an estimation of the standard
deviation of the product of coefficients. The laieassumed to follow a normal distribution.
The Quantpsy.org simulator was used for this t€ee indirect effects were statistically
significant in both cases (positive well-being: £797; p<0.001) and negative well-being: Z
=-5.145; p<0.001).

In the context of human-resource marketing, theegfothe effect of the presumption of
organizational benevolence on well-being shouladdresidered to have an indirect effect via
POS. In terms of the effect of the presumption @faaizational benevolence on positive
well-being, this mediation is full. In the case tie presumption of organizational
benevolence on negative well-being, this mediasqgrartial.



4. General discussion

Theoretical perspectives

This research updates, from a theoretical pointiefv, the findings from several previous
studies. First, it shows that the presumption ofevelence- a concept from marketing used
in relation to brand (Frisou, 2000)can be applied to human-resource marketing iricina

of a presumption of organizational benevolences Toincept can be defined as the ability of
the organization to sustainably consider the istsref its employees in the short term. This
presumption of employer benevolence is a form ghoizational altruism that is not directly
observable, because it is based on indicators thareevidence.

Second, this research has identified two anteced#nivell-being at work. Essentially, two

variables influence employee well-being: the prgsuom of benevolence of the employer
and POS. An employer who listens to their employaed cares about their interests is
presumed benevolent. This presumption of benevelengositively and directly linked to

the positive well-being of employees and negativaiygl directly linked to their negative

well-being. If the employer formalizes this beneraie towards their employees by
implementing supportive Human Resource Marketingctices (flexible working hours,

learning opportunities, on-site day care, etcs)eifect on employees’ well-being at work is
stronger.

Finally, this research enabled empirical testingh&f impact of well-being at work on the
intention to quit the company. The results showt tleeployees who experience
positive/negative well-being have a weak/strongntibn to leave their employer. It is
therefore confirmed that well-being at work haseffect on employee retention.

Managerial implications
Benevolence, POS and well-being

Organizational benevolence promotes employee vedtihband POS. How can the employer
demonstrate benevolence towards employees in tordierprove well-being and POS? To try
to answer this question, the theory of former Riesi of the French Institute for Strategic
Analysis (IFAS), Eric Albert, that there are fowaveéls of benevolence, will be used as a
guide (4). In 2012, he declared that “the benewatempany does not exist. [Benevolence is
an] ideal that can never be fully achieved [whichh act as guideine to inspire and
inform how we all go about our daily lives. It's what we commonly refer to as a value.” He
identified four levels of benevolence, with whiattians can be associated.

The first level is working conditions, which inclesleverything that can be done within a
company to make the lives of employees easier (from building maintenance to massage
therapy sessions).

The second level of benevolence covewsmpany rules to avoid abuse of staff time and
availability (meeting times, use of email, partamly outside of working hours, etc.). The
company KPMG is an example of good practice. Itdegeloped two benevolence charters.
The first, calledNo Stressidentifies 10 managerial behaviors to combatsstréncluding
courtesy and respect (even under pressure), remogrsuccess, clear understanding of the
job, feedback, etc. The second charter, VP2, facosethe relationship between home and
work life: no meetings to start after 6.30pm, suppar new mothers on their return to work
after maternity leave, no emails to be sent overweekend, etc. Such Human Resource
Marketing practices — or the Human Resource marfjeiffering — are designed to reinforce

10



the image of the benevolent and supportive emplayehe minds of the employees, thus
improving their well-being and weakening their mtien to quit. They also help attract the
best candidates looking for a job by allowing thnmneconcile their home and work lives.

The list of good practices goes on. For examplerethare “The 10 commandments of
benevolence”: be polite, have empathy, be availdi#epunctual, smile, be trustworthy, be
positive, be optimistic, keep calm, and spreadgibed word on benevolence. The Lachmann
et al. (2010) report, compiled by Human Resoureetgroners for the French prime minister
in 2010, contains 10 proposals for improving psyobcal well-being at work (5), including:
train managers how to be managers, involve the aompeadership, measure — because
what gets measured gets done, etc.

The third level is about thquality of the relationships between the parties involved.
Benevolence is about changing managerial habitsnaoning away from the prescriptive
management style of giving orders and expectingnth® be obeyed. It is about
demonstrating politeness and kindness towards gmed listening to them and encouraging
them to make suggestions, being respectful towwel®, praising them for a job well done.
These new habits make up a set of indicators #atrfa presumption of organizational
benevolence among employees. Simply announcing dhahge needs to happen is not
enough. Local managers need to be trained in bégr@vmanagement. Relevant courses are
available and can help local managers develop rixeti@ionships with operational staff (6).
In a distribution company, for example, the stoossdhelps with unloading and stacking, and
is polite and kind to the workers, even when thayehto reprimand them. In a chocolate
factory, the workers can choose their hours, tkhehworkers and the machines that are
installed. They can change department on requestvtdd repetitive work. Ideas are
encouraged and often implemented. Since adoptsygtem of benevolent management, the
company’s turnover has increased by 25% (in thezes).

The fourth and final level concergsver nance and the distribution of profits among the
various stakeholders. Sound and transparent governance can be corsidesiear indicator
of organizational benevolence. A benevolent orgetion has at heart the interests of all its
stakeholders and the impact it may have on thersrellare many ways for companies to
ensure employees — one of their stakeholder greuga share in profits (incentives, profit-
sharing, savings plans, share ownership). Theydcexpand this in a socially responsible
way, by taking into account the situation and neefiscommunities affected by their
activities.

Cohen (2013) examines the positive effects of prsffiaring. According to this author,
sharing, for employees, strengthens motivation aeduces absenteeism, improves
productivity, facilitates access to housing andaffy, offers them a simple and attractive way
to improve the prospects for their retirement. Mglebally, sharing impacts favorably on
employment — especially in SMEs — and improvesrapany's value (those that have a high
level of employee share ownership are valued hitter others).

Well-being at work and the intention to leave

A 2014 study published by DIRECCTE (7) on well-lgpiand economic performance
highlighted the effect of well-being at work on vethg absenteeism, staff turnover,
workplace accidents, production delays, qualityedef, pyscho-social risks etc. In this
regard, the experience of Teem Photonics, a lea8M& in the lasers industry, based in
Isére (France), is telling. The Human Resource dieyeat did substantive work with Human
Resource personnel to analyze the root causesdajltomy atmosphere in the SME. As a
result, they discovered a desire for more infororaton the day-to-day operation of the
company, its development and its sales performaroe.company subsequently took action
to improve internal communication. It also focusedhospitality, organizing free coffee and
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croissants every Friday, which helped in termseitdy sharing of information. In addition,
the HR department set up a dynamic training prognaitih personal development plans and
information sessions on training entitlements. Wnat worked to resolve certain conflicts
by undergoing training in mediation. All of thislped reduce absenteeism from 8% to 2%
and staff turnover is now practically zero at toenpany.

Benevolence also involves a company's hierarchgorpany is considered benevolent when
its managers share this conviction and put it prtactice every day. In fact, benevolence is
maintained and preserved through regular practitaing a good relationship with the
management is essential, in this respect.

Avenues of research

The results observed in this empirical study higtlithe link between employee well-being
and company performance. Further research shoutdmeucted, therefore, to identify other
factors that contribute to employee well-being. 8easlence, while certainly an important
antecedent of well-being, is by no means the onig.dndeed, studies of well-being
demonstrate the various dimensions it can encompass

Do all employees have the same expectations, @odwe of them value material well-being
(higher salary, job security), physical well-beifigealth, no stress), and psychological well-
being (good work/life balance) more highly? Thisdst was conducted in France, so would
the results be similar in another country? One ageof research is to test this model in
another cultural context. Another avenue could dédéntify the impact of organizational
benevolence on the attractiveness of the compaay &mnployer. This future research could
be based on experiments, i.e. creating scenariagshioh the degree of benevolence and
means of communication can be manipulated, in orndertest how the effects on
attractiveness affect potential employees.

We identified, in the managerial implications, ffaential impact of employee well-being on
withdrawal behavior, such as absenteeism and Isgete further research, we suggest to test
the effect of benevolence on work-related stress] ® identify managers’ benevolent
behaviors. This benevolent management could alémumcing the pressure put on employees
without affecting their productivity and performanc

There are two other avenues of research which ddaficstrictly within the field of human-
resource marketing. First, can the relationshipvbeh organizational benevolence and well-
being at work be extended? In other words, to velxéent does the effect of employee well-
being affect consumer responses (satisfaction|tigyetc.)?

And then, is this relationship transferable to ¢batext of goods and services marketing? In
other words, is a benevolent brand a source of-besfig for the consumer? Are there
variables which, like POS, would play the role ofédrator between the benevolence of the
brand and the well-being of the consumer? Can radhbitaat cares about the well-being of its
clients expect greater loyalty from them?

Conclusion

To the best of current knowledge, no empirical gthds proposed explicitly to link the
presumption of benevolence and POS to well-beingark. Nevertheless, there is a strong
managerial interest in such a link because it yridsra double process of reciprocity. Those
who perceive their organization as benevolent a&edl Supported by it experience, in turn, a
greater sense of well-being at work and a reducesirel to leave their employer. This
research has enabled empirical confirmation of tkiationship, in the large number of
industries, and thus fills this gap in the literatu
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Notes

(1) Kelly service survey
http://www.kellyservices.fr/uploadedFiles/Dev_HKelServices(1)/rapport
%20KGWI1%20n%C2%B01.pdf

(2) According to a study by Hay Group, in parthgoswith CEBR (Center for Economics
and Business Research), the rate of employee ternoviFrance in 2013 was 13.7%. The
study found that 30% of employees wanted to stdly thieir current company for between 3
and 5 years the second highest rate in Europe. Furthermoeestilndy showed that, by 2018,
the turnover rate would increase by two percentageints (to 15.1%),
http://www.myrhline.com/actualite-rh

(3) Hair et al. (2014) consider that chi-2 shoulel ¢onsidered less essential than other
adequacy indicators that are often used at pregeri82). They pointed out that a small
number of observed variables (less than 12) is confyrtranslated as a non-significant chi-2
(table 4, p. 584).

4) https://business.lesechos.fr/directions-ressmihumaines/ressources-humaines/bien-
etre-au-travail/ 0202401131362-la-bienveillanceedi¢-sa-place-au-travail-2901.php

(5) Les Echos Le Cercle: https://www.lesechos éégtdebats/cercle/cercle-164869-les-10-
commandements-de-la-bienveillance-en-entrepris&28&.php

(6) Les Echos Le Cercle: https://www.lesechos édgtdebats/cercle/cercle-164869-les-10-
commandements-de-la-bienveillance-en-entrepris&28&.php

(7) French Directorates for Enterprise, CompetitPolicy, Consumer Affairs, Labor and
Employment: http://www.santeperformance.fr/docuragassources/bien-etre-au-travail-et-
perf-eco-direcctera.pdf
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AMOS (the structural equation modeling module dMIBPSS software) was used to test the

causal model and hypotheses.
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Perceived organizationd|

a = .864*+* support
sa =.02

ATO*

h — NA!

a*b = .406***

Presumption of

organizational Positive well-being
benevolence

C =.605***
¢ =.199*
a =.864%+* Perceived organizationgl b = - 400"
a*b =.406***
Presumption of
organizational Negative well-being
benevolence C = -.440%**
¢’ =-.094®

a, b, c = Unstandardized coefficients

sa = Standard error of a

sb = Standard error of b

¢’ = Partial coefficient (multiple regression)

a*b= Indirect effect

Fig.3 The mediating effect of perceived organizationglpsrt
The mediating effect of POS was tested by respgtitia procedure recommended by Baron

and Kenny (1981) and completed by the Sobel's(&sbel, 1982).

19



Table 1 Characteristics of samples

Respondents characteristics ﬁ)aeTCFgﬁt)l ﬁ)aerpcﬂﬁt)z
. Men 57 58

Gender distribution Women 43 42
Distribution by business Private sector employees 87 * 85.5 **
sector: private / public Public sector employees 13 14.5

Under 25 years 4.8 5

25-35 years 24 25
Distribution by age 36-45 years 27.3 26.8

46-55 years 35 34.6

More than 55 years 8.9 8

No diploma 2.5 2
Distribution by level of Bachelor’s degree 24.7 20.8
diploma Master's degree 54 57.2

Beyond master's degree 18.8 20

Note:

* 90 % of the employees of the private sector hgvermmanent employment contract.
** 91 % of the employees of the private sector haygermanent employment contract.



Table 2 Synthesis of Principal Component Analyses

Presumption of organizational benevolence
KMO = 0.840; Bartlett;(2= 277; dof = 6; p< 0.001
Variance explained = 79.18 %

Cronbach’s
alpha

Item Loading

Communality

POB1 — The company is sincerely for your

. . 911 .831
listening.
One- POB2 — The company takes care of your
. . . 917 .840
dimensional interests.
a=0.912 PQBB — The company considers you as a 792 628
friend.
POB4 — The company is always kind to you. .932 .869
Per ceived organizational support (POS)
KMO = 0.909; Bartlett;(2 =565.38; dof = 21; p< 0.001
Variance explained = 72.74 %
Cronbach'’s Item Loading Communality
alpha
POS1 —My employer cares about my well- 897 804
being.
POS2 -My er_nployer values my contributions 866 750
to its well-being.
POS3 - My employer cares about my 862 242
One- opinions .
dimensional POS4 -My employer considers my goals and 905 819
a=0937 values.
POS5 —-My employer cares about my general
. . 919 .845
satisfaction at work.
POS6 —My employer is willing to help me
. 779 .607
when | need a special favor.
POS7_inv —My employer shows very little 750 565
concern for me.
Intention to leave a company
KMO = 0.809; Bartletty® = 342.54; dof = 6; p< 0.001
Variance explained = 82.98 %
Cronbach’s ltem Loading Communality
alpha
IL1 — | W|I_I probably look for a job at a different 938 881
company in the next year.
One- IL2 — | WI|| take steps during the next year to 950 902
. . secure a job at a different company.
dimensional . . )
a=0930 IL3_inv — | will be working at the same company 857 735
e this time next year. : '
IL4_inv — | will be with this company five years 888 789
from now.
Weéll-being at work
KMO = 0.850; Bartletty® = 471.91; dof = 36; p< 0.001
Variance explained = 69.44 %
Cronbach’s item Loading Communality
alpha
Positive WB2 — Contented .740 .686
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dimension WB4 — Cheerful .856 .696
o =0.892 WB5 - Enthusiastic .983 .826
WB6 — Optimistic .838 733
WB8 — Uneasy 811 .584
Negative WB9 — Worried .805 537
dimension WB10 — Depressed 123 744
o =0.840 WB11 - Gloomy .768 .736
WB12 — Miserable .845 .710
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Table 3 Synthesis of Confirmatory Factor Analyses

Presumption of employer benevolence
SRMR =.012; RMSEA = .052; GFI =.998; AGFI = .971L| = .994
v =2.33; dof = 1; p = 0.127 (3)

Item Loading
POB1 .920

One-dimensional POB2 .909 Joreskog's rho = .89
POB3 576 cv rho= .68
POB4 .841

Per ceived organizational support (POYS)
SRMR = 0.029; RMSEA = 0.068; GFI = 0.977; AGFI €81, TLI = 0.983
% = 49.45; dof = 13; p < 0.001

ltem Loading

POS1 .864

POS2 .813

POS3 .836 . ' _
One-dimensional POS4 .882 Joreskog s_rho =94

POS5 907 cv rho= .68

POS6 751

POS7 inv .702

Intention to leave a company
SRMR = .016; RMSEA =.103; GFI = .994 ; AGFI = .938BLI = .982
% = 6.294; dof = 1; p< 0.05

ltem Loading
IL1 .944
One-dimensional IL2 .966 Joreskog's rho = .92
IL3_inv .783 cv rho=.73
IL4 inv .766
Well-being

SRMR = .045; RMSEA = .05; GFI = .976; AGFI = .998:| = .981
v* = 53.83 for 24 dof; p< 0.001

Dimensions item Loading

WB2 .844

Positive dimension wB4 .805 Joreskog's rho = .88
WB5 .830 cv rho= .64
WB6 754
WB8 578
WB9 .552 ) . _

Negative dimension WB10 .823 .Joreskor? s_rhsoo— 83
WB11 814 cvrho=.

WB12 .697




Table 4 Statistical significance of parameters (Studdass)

Parameter Estimation
POS <---  Presumption of organizational benevolence .934**
Positive well-being <---  Presumption of organizatibbenevolence .253ns
Negative well-being <---  Perceived organizationgiort -447*
Negative well-being <---  Presumption of organizaibbenevolence -.153ns
Positive well-being <---  Perceived organizationgbsort A469*%*
Intention to leave <---  Negative well-being .360**
Intention to leave <---  Positive well-being -.328**
POB4 <---  Presumption of organizational benevolence .850**
POB3 <---  Presumption of organizational benevolence .598**
POB2 <---  Presumption of organizational benevolence .909**
POB1 <---  Presumption of organizational benevolence .912**
IL4_inv <--- Intention to leave .783**
IL3 inv <--- Intention to leave .803**
IL2 <--- Intention to leave .942**
IL1 <--- Intention to leave .934**
WB2 <---  Positive well-being .811**
wB4 <---  Positive well-being .780**
WB5 <--- Positive well-being .879**
WB6 <--- Positive well-being .814**
WB8 <---  Negative well-being .631**
WB10 <--- Negative well-being 792
WB11 <--- Negative well-being .810**
WB12 <---  Negative well-being 731%*
WB9 <---  Negative well-being 559%*
POS1 <--- Perceived organizational support .869**
POS2 <---  Perceived organizational support .812**
POS3 <---  Perceived organizational support .843**
POS4 <---  Perceived organizational support .886**
POS5 <---  Perceived organizational support .897**
POS6 <---  Perceived organizational support .766**
POS7_inv <---  Perceived organizational support *679

Note:

* Significant at 0.05; ** Significant at 0.01
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