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The recently recognized core construct of psychological capital or PsyCap (consisting of the
positive psychological resources of efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience) has been demonstrated to be related to various employee attitudinal, behavioral, and performance outcomes.
However, to date, the impact of this positive core construct over time and on important employee
well-being outcomes has not been tested. This study meets this need by analyzing the relationship
between a broad cross-section of employees’ (N ⫽ 280) level of PsyCap and two measures of
psychological well-being over time. The results indicated that employees’ PsyCap was related to
both measures of well-being and, importantly, that PsyCap explained additional variance in these
well-being measures over time. The limitations, needed future research, and practical implications
conclude the article.
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In helping to define the boundaries of occupational
health psychology (OHP), Quick (1999, p. 123) notes
that “OHP applies psychology in organizational settings for the improvement of work life, the protection
and safety of workers, and the promotion of healthy
work. Healthy work exists where people feel good,
achieve high performance, and have high levels of
well-being.” In addition, the public health notions of
prevention have been incorporated in OHP. For example, prevention models have been adopted and
applied through interventions to prevent factors that
detract from employee well-being in the workplace
(e.g., see Quick, Quick, Nelson, & Hurrell, 1997).
Given the importance of employee well-being at
work as well as enhancing the capability to develop
it, the purpose of this article is to introduce and
empirically test an emerging construct, psychological
capital (PsyCap), that we propose is related to and
may help facilitate the occupational health objective
of attaining high levels of employee psychological
well-being (PWB).

Background of the Study
Within the behavioral sciences in general and occupational health psychology in particular, there has
been a specific focus on the importance of wellbeing, both physical and mental health, in affecting
success in many life domains, including the workplace. Indeed, Seligman, Steen, Park, and Peterson
(2005, p. 410) challenged the field by asking, “Can
psychologists take what they have learned about the
science and practice of treating mental illness and use
it to create a practice of making people lastingly
happier?” We propose that one important way of
answering this challenge is to identify constructs
such as positive PsyCap (e.g., see Luthans & Avolio,
2009; Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007;
Luthans & Youssef, 2004; Luthans, Youssef, &
Avolio, 2007) that may be amenable to intervention
and related to PWB.
PWB has been found to be related to both work
and personal life outcomes. For example, there is
considerable research on the relationship between
PWB and performance at work (Cropanzano &
Wright, 1999; Wright, Bonett, & Sweeney, 1993;
Wright & Cropanzano, 2000; Wright & Staw, 1999)
and successful relationships (Diener & Seligman,
2002). Also, superior mental (Koivumaa-Honkanen
et al., 2004) and physical (Roysamb, Tawls, Reichborn-Kjenneruc, Neale, & Harris, 2003) health and
longevity (Danner, Snowdon, & Friesen, 2001) have
been found to covary with happiness and positivity
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levels. In other words, although correlational, the
inference from this research is that one’s PWB leads
to desired outcomes at work and in life.
A more recent focus has been on the other direction of causality—that is, to recognize and demonstrate the important role that positivity may play in
well-being. For example, in a meta-analysis that examined not only correlational studies, but also those
using longitudinal and experimental designs, the results clearly indicated that positive, happy people had
better physical and mental health outcomes and behavior (Lyubomirsky, King, & Diener, 2005) and in
a recent update of the literature, Lyubomirsky (2008,
p. 25) concluded that happier, more positive people
are “more resilient in the face of hardship, have
stronger immune systems, and are physically healthier. Happy people even live longer.” In particular,
studies have shown the link between positive moods
(Ostir, Markides, Peek, & Goodwin, 2001), happiness (Graham, Eggers, & Sukhtankar, 2004), life
satisfaction (Mroczek & Spiro, 2005), and positive
self-perceptions (Levy, Slade, Kunkel, & Kasl, 2002)
and physical and mental health outcomes. Applied to
the workplace, Wright (2003, p. 441) asserted that in
taking a positive approach to organizational behavior, “More than just considering employees as a
means to the desired end of higher organizational
productivity, to make a truly valuable contribution to
the field the mission of positive organizational behavior (POB) must also include the pursuit of employee happiness, health, and betterment issues as
viable goals or ends in themselves.” Moreover, this
previous research and perspective of the relationship
between positivity (as the antecedent, independent
variable) and well-being the dependent variable or
desired outcome is beginning to extend beyond individual level boundaries to an understanding of the
contextual effects of an organization’s positive social
interactions on employee health and well-being
(Heaphy & Dutton, 2008).
Even though positive organizational behavior and
OHP recognize well-being as an important outcome,
the role of time and the nature and theoretical mechanisms of the positive antecedents to well-being have
been given little attention. The exceptions have included Wright (2005) who noted that PWB, while
generally considered to be trait-like, has still been
demonstrated to vary over time and some positive
psychologists who have suggested that cognitions or
one’s beliefs are important for shaping mental health
(O’Brien & Major, 2005). We use both of these
positions as our theoretical foundation for deriving
the hypotheses for this study. Specifically, we sug-

gest that understanding the process and mechanisms
that link cognitively based positive constructs with
well-being over time can be found in psychological
resource theories and the emerging second-order,
core construct of PsyCap.
In a review of resource theories in psychology,
Hobfoll (2002, p. 307) defines resources as “those
entities that either are centrally valued in their own
right (e.g., self-esteem, close attachments, health, and
inner peace) or act as a means to obtain centrally
valued ends (e.g., money, social support, and
credit).” Along with attributes and skills, Lyubomirsky et al. (2005) propose that such resources help
people thrive and succeed at work, in relationships
and, with health. Furthermore, experimental studies
have shown that those induced into a positive state
report higher self-perceptions such as efficacy
(Baron, 1990; Schuettler & Kiviniemi, 2006), have
optimistic expectations (Brown, 1984), and set higher
goals for themselves (Baron, 1990; Hom & Arbuckle,
1988). Conceptualizing positive psychological capacities (e.g., efficacy and optimism) as resources
from which one can draw seems an important theoretical explanation of the mechanism by which such
positive capacities impact one’s well-being.
Many psychological resources have been studied
in their dispositional as opposed to state-like form
(e.g., dispositional optimism, see Carver & Scheier,
2001). Furthermore, it is evident that many psychological resources are related; suggesting that if an
individual is high in one resource, they are often high
in others—that is, resources seem to act in concert
(Cozzarelli, 1993). Researchers in occupational
health and health psychology have demonstrated that
well-being is impacted by: hope (see Snyder, Lehman,
Kluck, & Monsson, 2006, for a review), resiliency
(Britt, Adler, & Bartone, 2001; Ferris, Sinclair, & Kline,
2005; Keyes, 2007; Williams & Cooper, 1998), selfefficacy (see Axtell et al., 2000; Bandura, 1997; and
Meier, Semmer, Elfering, & Jacobshagen, 2008), and
optimism (Carver et al., 2005). Indeed, Seligman’s
learned optimism intervention is cited by OHP scholars as an exemplar of primary prevention for individuals (Quick, 1999). Thus, we propose that capacities
such as these may be further explored as components
of a higher order construct, such as PsyCap with
positive effects on well-being.
If we are to study resources with the aim of influencing well-being, it only follows that the study of
malleable, state-like resources—those open to development through intervention—are likely to provide
the greatest opportunity for enhancing employees’
well-being. We propose that the recently emerging
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core construct of PsyCap consisting of the positive
psychological, state-like positive resources of efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience (see Luthans et
al., 2008 and Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007, for the
“state-like” nature of PsyCap and that it is open to
development through intervention) best represent the
measured impact of employees’ positivity in relation
to their well-being.
Using an approach similar to that of Wright and
Hobfoll (2004), wherein individuals use cognitive
evaluations of the availability of resources as indicators in their global assessment of wellness, we propose that the presence of employees’ positive beliefs
and agentic intentions (Bandura, 2008), such as represented by their PsyCap, serve as cognitive resources and a reservoir from which they can draw
from to influence their well-being. We first provide
the foundation for psychological resource theory and
employee well-being followed by the emergence of
the field of positive organizational behavior (POB)
and the core construct of PsyCap to derive the study
hypotheses.

Conservation of Resources Theory and
Employee Well-Being
Hobfoll (2002) not only reviewed psychological
resource theories, but also highlighted common or
unifying themes. Many of these theories included (1)
some means of cognitive appraisal of the situation,
and (2) an associated orientation toward goal accomplishment and success. Of particular relevance for
our study is Conservation of Resources Theory or
COR (Hobfoll, 1989). COR suggests that people
“seek to obtain, retain, and protect resources and that
stress occurs when resources are threatened with loss
or are lost or when individuals fail to gain resources
after substantive resource investment” (Hobfoll,
2002, p. 312). COR theory stands out in that it
recognizes and emphasizes means for positive adaptation under circumstances of loss. Relevant to the
workplace, COR theory highlights the importance of
motivation for decisions involving “how employees
acquire, maintain and foster the necessary resources
to both meet their current work demands and to help
guard against further resource depletion” (Wright &
Hobfoll, 2004, p. 390). One’s ability to acquire and
maintain resources is both a means and an end—a
means for achieving success and ends that include
adaptation, coping, and well-being. Furthermore, secondary work-related resources such as high levels of
cognitive and emotional attachment to one’s occupa-
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tion (Wright & Hobfoll, 2004) are important for
influencing people’s primary resources such as their
well-being (Westman, Hobfoll, Chen, Davidson, &
Laski, 2005; Wright & Bonett, 2007). Thus, COR
theory serves as the theoretical foundation in this
study for both the antecedent of positive PsyCap and
the outcome of well-being.
Building on the foundation of COR theory in the
workplace, we further use Wright and Bonett’s
(2007) concept of PWB in defining the criterion
variable in this study. They note that PWB is marked
by the relative presence of positive affect, and the
relative absence of negative affect (Myers & Diener,
1995). Although they refer to PWB as being a global
construct, one that is not directly or generally associated with any specific domain, or situation (e.g., as
a work context is associated with job satisfaction,
Wright & Cropanzano, 2000), it is clearly linked with
organizationally relevant variables (e.g., performance
and job satisfaction). PWB is a primary resource that
is preserved by secondary work-related resources but
has a reciprocal effect on these same resources
(Wright & Bonett, 2007; Wright, Cropanzano, &
Bonett, 2007).
Finally, PWB is a subjective experience. In other
words, people are psychologically well to the extent
that they believe themselves to be (Wright & Bonett,
2007). Given this understanding of psychological
wellness as a primary resource with reciprocal effects
on work-related outcomes, it is important to consider
how work-related, secondary resources may extend
beyond performance at work to affect one’s wellness.

Positive Organizational Behavior
and PsyCap
Besides theoretical understanding of resources and
wellness, the meaning and theoretical foundation for
positive organizational behavior in general and PsyCap
in particular must also be provided for the study. As
early as 1954, Maslow had argued that psychology
tended to focus more on the “darker, meaner half” of
its potential (Maslow, 1954). He proposed the field
should be more balanced in areas such as growth,
contentment, optimism, and actualization of human
potential. Positive psychology calling for more balance and focus on the positive as an academic domain of scholarly activity, was introduced into the
literature with a special issue of the American Psychologist edited by Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi
(2000). This special issue contained articles on positive constructs such as hope, adaptive mental mech-
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anisms, optimism, subjective well-being, individual
development and happiness. Soon after, Luthans
(2002a, 2002b) introduced the term positive organizational behavior or POB to bring this positive psychology to the workplace (also see Cameron, Dutton,
& Quinn, 2003, and Wright, 2003). Although recognizing that the field of organizational behavior had
given more recognition to a positive approach than
had psychology as a whole (see Luthans & Avolio,
2009, for a review of the origins and justification
for POB), Luthans (2002a, p. 59), defined POB as
“the study and application of positively oriented
human resource strengths and psychological capacities that can be measured, developed, and effectively
managed for performance improvement in today’s
workplace.”
This definition of POB emphasizes positive constructs that are state-like and thus open to development. The intent was to draw attention to positive
constructs that may have not been considered as a
resource, strength or capacity worth developing
(Luthans & Avolio, 2009). More specifically, the
inclusion criteria for POB constructs were the following: “(1) must be based on theory, research and
valid measurement; (2) must be “state-like” (as opposed to more fixed “trait-like”) and thus be open to
development; and (3) must have performance impact” (Luthans, 2002a, 2002b; Luthans & Youssef,
2007; Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). While the
domain of POB is still emerging, theoretical and
empirical support continues to develop around positive constructs and state-like resource capacities. In
addition, the emphases on performance impact and
state-like psychological capacities have received attention in the current and future directions highlighted in organizational health psychology research
(e.g., see Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008;
Xanthoupoulou, Baker, Heuven, Demerouti, &
Schaufeli, 2008).
In POB, Luthans and colleagues (Luthans,
Luthans, & Luthans, 2004, 2007; Luthans & Youssef,
2004; Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007) identified
the positive constructs of efficacy, hope, optimism,
and resilience as at least initially best meeting the
inclusion criteria and in combination termed them
“psychological capital.” This psychological capital or
simply PsyCap is defined as:
An individual’s positive psychological state of development that is characterized by: (1) having confidence
(self-efficacy) to take on and put in the necessary effort
to succeed at challenging tasks; (2) making a positive
attribution (optimism) about succeeding now and in the
future; (3) persevering toward goals, and when neces-

sary, redirecting paths to goals (hope) in order to
succeed; and (4) when beset by problems and adversity, sustaining and bouncing back and even beyond
(resilience) to attain success. (Luthans, Youssef, &
Avolio, 2007, p. 3)

In this definition, PsyCap has the integrative, common thread running through the four dimensions (i.e.,
efficacy, optimism, hope, and resilience) of a motivational propensity to accomplish goals and succeed.
Taken as a whole, PsyCap has been demonstrated
conceptually (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007)
and empirically (Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007) to be
a higher order core construct. Furthermore, it predicts
desired employee outcomes such as performance and
job satisfaction better than the individual resources
independently (Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007).
The positive psychological resources that comprise
the core construct of PsyCap are fundamentally of a
cognitive nature. For example, hope is defined as a
“positive motivational state based on an interactively
derived sense of successful (a) agency (goal directed
agency) and (b) pathways (planning to meet goals)”
(Snyder, Irving, & Anderson, 1991, p. 287). Efficacy
beliefs are defined as “one’s conviction (or confidence) about his or her abilities to mobilize the
motivation, cognitive resources or courses of action
needed to successfully execute a specific task within
a given context” (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998, p. 66)
and is based on Bandura’s Social Cognitive Theory
(1986, 1997). Optimism is defined as the attributions
one makes and the explanatory style one uses in
response to events (Seligman, 1998). It is oriented
toward evaluation of the past or recently occurring
events—as opposed to only being oriented toward the
future. Specifically, Seligman (1998) describes an
optimist as a person who attributes the outcomes of
positive events to internal, stable efforts, or causes,
whereas negative events or outcomes are attributed
to, or perhaps explained by specific, unstable, external events that perhaps were also unavoidable. Finally, resilience, the fourth component of PsyCap, is
defined as one’s ability to “bounce back” or rebound
when faced with a disappointing outcome, setback or
failure or even positive events (Luthans, 2002b). At
the heart of resilience is the concept of adaptability—
particularly when faced with adversity (Block & Kremen, 1996; Masten et al., 1985). Such cognitive
resources (e.g., efficacy, hope, optimism, and resiliency) fall within the boundaries of COR theory and
are explicitly noted as having relevance and aligning
with current trends in COR theory (Hobfoll, 2002).
Thus, we propose that these four components combine into PsyCap to foster cognitive evaluations of
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the availability of resources as indicators in one’s
global assessment of wellness.
In sum, we propose there is a linkage of PsyCap
with the core aspect of psychological resource theory
(i.e., the means of a cognitive appraisal of the situation). The theoretical mechanisms from psychological resources are characteristic of how PsyCap is
defined, theorized and operationalized. Employees’
PsyCap reinforces the potential value of their taking
different perspectives, appraising situations and circumstances in more positive, opportunistic, adaptive
and promotion/approach focused ways, thus enhancing their well-being. Thus, we hypothesize that:
H1: Employees’ PsyCap is positively related to
their PWB.
Given the importance of the role of time on organizational oriented relations, the limited longitudinal
investigation of PWB and the potential role of common method variance artificially inflating relations
among variables (e.g., see Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), it is important to understand the unique role of the proposed predictor PsyCap on PWB. Thus, we hypothesize that:
H2: When measured over time, employees’ PsyCap will explain additional variance in their
PWB at time two, controlling for their previous
level of PWB at time one.

Method
Sample and Procedure
The study sample consisted of those who agreed to
participate in a large Midwestern university sponsored research project on employees in today’s workplace. They were asked to participate in a two-part,
online survey lasting approximately 30 to 35 min for
each session regarding employee attitudes and behaviors and organizational performance. Specifically,
participants received an email from the researchers
inviting them to participate in the study with directions to access a secure website where they reviewed
the informed consent and the study’s protocol. After
agreeing to participate in the study, each participant
logged in with their personal email address and was
assigned a unique password to facilitate the matching
of the participant responses from Time 1 to Time 2.
Data were collected during these two time points
three weeks apart. This time frame was chosen to
allow for some variance in PWB (e.g., we did not
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anticipate change in one or two days) while still
maintaining a captive audience to avoid a high level
of attrition between data collection points.
After matching completed surveys from Time 1 to
Time 2 and screening the data for incomplete entries
and outliers, the study yielded 280 usable participant
records out of 381 originally contacted yielding and
overall response rate with no mortality of 73.4%.
These study participants were all working adults and
had an average age of 31.7 (SD ⫽ 13.67). The sample
was predominantly white (86%), while 5% were
Asian, 3% Hispanic, 3% Black, 1% Native American, and the remaining 2% did not indicate their
ethnic background. The sample was 51% male. For
highest level of education completed, 70% indicated
they had earned a high school diploma or equivalent;
16% held undergraduate degrees, 7% had earned a
master’s degree or higher, 1% did not finish high
school, and the remaining 6% did not report their
level of education. Participants represented a diverse
range of industries, occupations, and job levels and
had an average of 10.5 years of work experience
(SD ⫽ 11.79).

Measures
PsyCap. PsyCap was measured using the
PCQ-24 (the validity analysis can be found in
Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007, and Luthans, Youssef, &
Avolio, 2007, contains the entire PCQ-24 and free permission for research purposes can be obtained from
www.mindgarden.com). PsyCap is a higher order construct, consisting of four subscales, each comprised
of six items each for a total of 24 items. The subscales include hope, efficacy, resilience, and optimism. All items were measured using a 6-point Likert scale of agreement with response options ranging
from 1 ⫽ strongly disagree to 6 ⫽ strongly agree.
The scale items were drawn from established scales
previously published and tested. They each have been
used in other recent workplace studies (e.g., Luthans,
Avolio, Walumbwa, & Li, 2005; Youssef & Luthans,
2007) and the PCQ-24 as a whole (Avey, Wernsing
& Luthans, 2008; Luthans, Avolio et al., 2007;
Luthans et al., 2008).
The hope items were adapted from Snyder and
colleagues (1996). Examples of items from the subscale of hope include: “There are lots of ways around
any problem,” and “Right now I see myself as being
pretty successful at work.” The efficacy items were
adapted from Parker’s (1998) measure of selfefficacy in the work situation. Examples of items
from the subscale of efficacy include: “I feel confi-
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dent analyzing a long-term problem to find a
solution,” and “I feel confident presenting information to a group of colleagues.” The resilience items
were adapted from Wagnild and Young’s (1993)
measure. Examples of items from the subscale of
resilience include: “I usually manage difficulties one
way or another at work,” and “I feel I can handle
many things at a time at this job.” The optimism
items were adapted from Scheier and Carver’s (1985)
measure of optimism. Examples of items from the
subscale of optimism include: “I’m optimistic about
what will happen to me in the future as it pertains to
work” and “I approach this job as if ‘every cloud has
a silver lining.’” Similar to the reliabilities found in the
construct validation study of the PCQ-24 (Luthans,
Avolio, et al., 2007), the reliability for the sample of this
study was ␣ ⫽ .93 (hope ␣ ⫽ .87, efficacy ␣ ⫽ .87,
resilience ␣ ⫽ .72, optimism ␣ ⫽ .78).

PWB
PWB in this study was measured by two widely
recognized instruments, the Index of PWB and the
General Health Questionnaire. The PWB measure is
based on the scale used by Berkman (1971a, 1971b)
in his research on emotional well-being and uses
many of the same items as Bradburn and Caplovitz’s
(1965) measure of affect with a modification of the
referent time frame. Validation evidence can be
found in the Berkman (1971a) and in the Wright and
Bonett (1992) studies. In past research, this measure
has been operationalized as both mental health
(Wright & Bonett, 1992) and affective disposition
(Wright & Staw, 1999). Participants were asked to
respond to eight items (three positively oriented and
five negatively oriented) indicating the extent to
which they feel a particular way “in general.” For this
study, the measure we obtained from Wright included
a modified response scale which differs from previous scaling methods employed by Wright and colleagues in previous administrations of the measure
(e.g., Berkman, 1971a; Wright, Bonett, & Sweeney,
1993). This version of the scale utilized a 5-point,
Likert-type scale including response options ranging
from “very slightly or not at all” to “extremely.”
Reliability, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha for the
Index of PWB for this sample was Time 1, ␣ ⫽ .77,
and Time 2, ␣ ⫽ .75.
The second well-being measure used in this study,
the 12-item General Health Questionnaire (GHQ-12;
Goldberg, 1972; Goldberg & Hillier, 1979), is a
commonly accepted measure of mental health/wellbeing that measures aspects of affect, general health

and psychological distress (McKee-Ryan, Song,
Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005). The GHQ-12 asks participants to rate 12 items regarding how their health
has been “in general over the last few weeks.” Response options are relative to how the participant
“usually” feels and represent four options: “much
less than usual, less than usual, same as usual, and
better than usual.” Items are representative of mental
health symptoms and/or experiences (episodes).
Sample items are to what extent have you “been
able to concentrate on what you’re doing?” and
“lost much sleep over worry?” Reliability, as measured by Cronbach’s alpha for the General Health
Questionnaire (GHQ) for this sample was Time 1,
␣ ⫽ .79 and Time 2, ␣ ⫽ .80.
Analyses and results.
Descriptive statistics
were computed for the variables in this study: age (in
years), gender (0, 1), years of experience, job level
(categories), education (codes), PsyCap Time1, GHQ
Time 1 and 2, PWB Time 1 and 2. To test the first
hypothesis assessing the relationship between PsyCap and the two measures of PWB, bivariate correlations were calculated. The variable means, standard
deviations and these bivariate correlations are shown
in Table 1. To test the second hypothesis, a series of
hierarchical regressions were conducted in SPSS
15.0 to assess the incremental change in the amount
of explained variance offered by PsyCap in PWB at
Time 2, after controlling for PWB at Time 1. Analyses were conducted for both measures of PWB
collected as part of this study. Standardized regression coefficients (␤’s), amount of explained variance
(R2), and the amount of change in the explained
variance (⌬R2) between the variables are presented in
Table 2.
Relationship of PsyCap to PWB. Consistent
with expectations of reliable measures (i.e., test–
retest reliability), both measures of PWB were highly
correlated between their respective responses (i.e.,
within instruments) collected at Time 1 and Time 2
(PWB: r ⫽ .75, p ⬍ .01; GHQ: r ⫽ .59, p ⬍ .01). In
addition, the two measures of well-being were correlated with each other (i.e., between instruments) at
Time 1 and at Time 2 (r ⫽ .38, p ⬍ .01; r ⫽ .44, p ⬍
.01). The relationships are positive, which is expected, but they are not so large to suggest they are
nonindependent operationalizations of PWB.
As hypothesized and in support of Hypothesis 1
and 2, PsyCap was significantly correlated with both
measures of PWB at both Time 1 and Time 2,
although the relationship was stronger and more stable for the Index of PWB (r ⫽ .47, p ⬍ .01), than for
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Table 1
Variable Means and Bivariate Correlations
Variable
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Age
Gender (DC)
Years experience
Years service
Job levela
Educationa
PsyCap Time 1
GHQ Time 1
PWB Time 1
GHQ Time 2
PWB Time 2

Mean

SD

31.69

13.67

10.51
6.72
1.69
2.31
4.78
2.69
3.88
2.69
3.88

11.79
8.30
1.20
.61
.61
.38
.59
.36
.55

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

⫺.17
.89
.71
.40
.31
⫺.04
.00
.06
⫺.03
.03

⫺.02
⫺.02
.11
⫺.06
⫺.09
⫺.15
⫺.15
⫺.09
⫺.11

.75
.35
.26
⫺.05
⫺.01
.06
⫺.03
.04

.36
.26
⫺.06
⫺.05
.00
⫺.04
⫺.01

.17
.02
.04
.05
.02
.07

.08
.06
.06
⫺.01
⫺.04

.24
.47
.27
.47

.38
.59
.29

.35
.75

.44

Note. PsyCap ⫽ psychological capital; PWB ⫽ psychological well-being; GHQ ⫽ General Health Questionnaire; DC ⫽
dummy coded. Correlations greater than .10, p ⬍ .05; greater than .13, p ⬍ .01.
a
Job level and Education are categorical variables, and their means and SDs should not be interpreted.

the GHQ at Time 1 and 2, respectively (r ⫽ .24, p ⬍
.01; r ⫽ .27, p ⬍ .01).
Finding support for Hypothesis 1 enables further
examination of Hypothesis 2, which examines the
relationship between PsyCap at Time 1 and PWB at
Time 2, controlling for the effect of PWB at Time 1.
Results of the hierarchical regression analyses are
presented in Table 2. For clarity, the two-step process
is presented side by side for each of the two respective measures of well-being. Furthermore, given the
high correlation between years experience, tenure
and age, we selected years of experience as the most
relevant covariate from this group.

In this study, age, gender, years of experience,
tenure, job level, and education were used as covariates. These demographic variables were included because Wright and colleagues (2007) have noted these
status variables may be related to PWB. Thus, they
were added in order to isolate the effect of PsyCap
on well-being. In Step 1 for each measure of PWB,
we entered the demographic variables of age, gender, years of experience, tenure, job level and
education into the model, along with the respective
measure of PWB (PWB or GHQ). The squared
multiple correlations for Index of PWB was .56 (p ⬍
.05) and for the GHQ was .32 (p ⬍ .05). In Step 2,

Table 2
Regression Analyses (␤) of the Effect of Psychological Capital (PsyCap) on Two Measures of
Psychological Well-Being (PWB)
Index of PWB at Time 2
Variable
PWB at Time 2
Gender
Years experience
Job level
Education
GHQ Time 1
PWB Time 1
PsyCap Time 1
Total R2
⌬R2
Note. N ⫽ 280.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .05. ⴱⴱ p ⬍ .01.

General Health Questionnaire
(GHQ) at Time 2

Step 1

Step 2

Step 1

Step 2

⫺.02
.01
.04
⫺.10

⫺.01
.04
.02
⫺.13

⫺.05
⫺.06
.03
⫺.01
.57ⴱⴱ

⫺.04
⫺.04
.02
⫺.03
.55ⴱⴱ

.32

.12ⴱ
.34
.02ⴱ

.75ⴱⴱ
.56

.67ⴱⴱ
.19ⴱⴱ
.59
.03ⴱⴱ
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PsyCap at Time 1 was entered into the model, and in
each analysis, the measure of PWB at Time 1 (PWB
or GHQ) was entered as a control variable to assess
the impact of PsyCap on PWB (PWB or GHQ) at
Time 2, controlling for the level of PWB (PWB or
GHQ) at Time 2. Of particular interest to this study,
the squared multiple correlations for both measures
of PWB increased with the addition of PsyCap and
the control of Time 1. The changes for both models
were both significant (PWB increased from .56 to
.59, ⌬R2 ⫽ .03, p ⬍ .01; GHQ increased from .32 to
.34 (⌬R2 ⫽ .02, p ⬍ .05) supporting Hypotheses 1
and 2.
This analysis suggests that PsyCap at Time 1 offers a small, yet statistically significant, increment in
explained variance for the criterion of PWB at Time
2, even after controlling for PWB at Time 1. In
addition, the effect is present for both measures of
well-being with differential influence. The impact of
PsyCap on PWB explains an additional 3% (p ⬍ .01)
of the variance as measured by the PWB and explains
an additional 2% (p ⬍ .05) of the variance as measured by the GHQ.

Discussion
Although positive psychology has established the
relationship between positivity and health outcomes
(e.g., see Bandura, 2008; Lyubomirsky et al., 2005)
and Wright and colleagues have established the relationship between PWB and performance in the workplace (Cropanzano & Wright, 1999; Wright, Bonett,
& Sweeney, 1993; Wright & Cropanzano, 2000;
Wright & Staw, 1999), the theoretical mechanisms
relating positive, cognitively based psychological resources represented in this study by the core construct of PsyCap (made up of efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience) with well-being and the role of
time have not been explored.
This study drew from conservation of resources
theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1989, 2002) and the recently
emerging cognitively based core construct of PsyCap
to meet this need for a better understanding of the
positive antecedents to employee well-being. The
results not only indicated that PsyCap, as representative of positive, work-related psychological resources, is related to two measures of well-being, but
also added small, but significant, variance over time.
Thus, this study provides preliminary evidence that
positive resources such as employees’ PsyCap may
lead to the desirable outcome of their PWB over time.
A nuance in the data not anticipated was that there
was not a strong relationship between Wright’s index

of PWB (modified from Berkman) and the general
health questionnaire (GHQ) proxy for PWB. After
reviewing the origins of the instruments, it was determined that Berkman’s original work was in the
area of emotional well-being and explicitly focused
on affective actions and reactions. In contrast, the
GHQ is focused more on mental health or an overtly
cognitive component. While cognitions and emotions
are intertwined, given PWB has both emotive and
cognitive properties; it is likely that the PWB index
tended toward more emotionally loaded items while
the GHQ was more cognitive. However, given this is
a post hoc explanation, more research on these two
instruments is needed to understand their relationship
and perhaps which is most optimal under what conditions. It should be noted, however, that given the
relationships in this study, the PWB index did emerge
as more related to the predictor overall.
While this research has several practical implications for addressing PsyCap and well-being, limitations and future research also need to be noted. First
as with any empirical study that does not use a true
experiment research design, it is not possible to say
from this study that PsyCap causes PWB. While in
this case the evidence does suggest a meaningful
relationship over time and that PsyCap accounts for
unique variance in PWB, causality still cannot be
concluded. Another limitation of this study is that
there is the potential for common method variance to
artificially inflate the relationships between variables.
While a temporal separation of measurement was
used to help minimize the potential effect of common
method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003), this method
does not eliminate the potential for inflated relationships between PsyCap and PWB. Given that both
PsyCap and PWB are subjective in nature, they are
arguably best evaluated by the self-referent. Thus,
rather than attempting multisource ratings, a practical
extension for future research may be longitudinal
research designs over several time points, where latent growth curve modeling can better assess the
nature of the relationship over time (see Avey,
Luthans, & Mhatre, 2008).
As to additional future research, the psychological
resource theories generally consider personal and social dimensions as part of a complete assessment of
the presence or absence of individual resources. In
this study, we focused on individual-level psychological
resources in the form of PsyCap. Though this initial
assessment of the relationship of positive resources
such as PsyCap is important for our understanding of
the impact on well-being, future research needs to
also incorporate social resources (e.g., social support,
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group membership, or having close friends) to fully
test the contribution of group resources over and
above individual resources.
Another concern with this study is the explicit
separation of PsyCap from PWB, which has been
identified as more trait-like (e.g., see Wright & Hobfoll, 2004). The linkage of PsyCap with PWB implies
that the process of adaptation associated with PsyCap
may be separate from the process of adaptation associated with PWB. While we recognize human adaptation as a single individual process, it is a process
that occurs over time. Thus, the adaptation associated
with state-like resources can occur as a direct result
of those resources (e.g., PsyCap) and as a function of
more trait-like differences (e.g., PWB, which is influenced by psychological states). As occupational
health researchers continue to posit differences in the
temporal stability between PsyCap and PWB, it will
be important for future research to evaluate how long
the effects will last. For example, Wright (1997)
suggests that a 6-month interval should be the minimum cut off between time periods when assessing
constructs for state versus trait properties.

Implications and Conclusion
In the review of resource theories, Hobfoll (2002,
p. 310) noted that it will be “important to determine
the extent to which key resources can be enhanced by
intervention, and, thus, whether what has been
learned about the importance of key resources can be
translated to fostering resilience.” The presence of a
relationship between state-like, developable PsyCap
and PWB provides an example of one means by
which malleable capacities could be used to examine
the differential effects of interventions that seek to
foster employee well-being in the workplace. Recently, Wright and colleagues (Wright et al., 2007, p.
101) noted that their research findings indicated that
“individuals have the opportunity to learn ways to
enhance their PWB through any number of trainingbased interventions.” In complementary research,
Luthans and colleagues demonstrated that PsyCap
can be developed in short training interventions,
which may include technology mediated delivery
(Luthans, Avey, & Patera, 2008; also see Luthans,
Avey, Avolio, Norman, & Combs, 2006, and
Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007, Chapter 8). Such
interventions have included a focus on how to enhance each of the four dimensions of PsyCap drawing from work in positive psychology in each area.
For a full discussion of how this training intervention
is operationalized, see Luthans et al. (2006) and
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Luthans, Avey, and Patera (2008). Thus, as an investment in human capital, organizations can consider developmental experiences based on the PsyCap model in order to potentially enhance PWB of
employees. This minimal cost of investing in PsyCap
may be particularly useful, given the turbulent times
most organizations (and employees) are currently
experiencing.
In conclusion, this article provides preliminary evidence that PsyCap may be a positive resource used
to enhance employee PWB. While well-being has
been shown to have reciprocal effects on workrelated outcomes such as job satisfaction, the means
for understanding and affecting these reciprocal processes have received little attention. To that end,
rationale from positive psychology, conservation of
resources and psychological resource theories, in
general, provide a theoretical grounding to better
understand the mechanisms by which these reciprocal interactions may be fostered. The relationship
found in this study between PsyCap and well-being
over time provides an important potential construct in
which to influence well-being and better understand
its impact on more explicit occupational health outcomes. Additional research is now needed to understand other predictors of PWB and which, including
PsyCap, may be the most appropriate technique for
enhancing employees’ PWB to meet specific personal and organizational challenges.
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