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Abstract

Psychological Capital (PsyCap) is a positive indiial characteristic and its
malleability and openness to development have nidde focus of considerable
attention in recent years. A training procedurergproving individuals’ PsyCap has
been advanced and tested by Luthans and colleagadsorth-American sample.
The purpose of the current study was to genertiieeffectiveness of the PsyCap
Intervention (Luthans et al., 2006) when condudttedifferent trainers (i.e.,
replication), and to explore its longer term efée@te., extension). We trained a
pooled sample (N = 40) of students and professsonaBulgaria and conducted a
one-month follow-up assessment of PsyCap in omlekamine the durability of the
training effects. The statistical analyses revealgdificant improvements in the
overall PsyCap after training as well as in eachisofour dimensions, namely self-
efficacy, hope, resilience and optimism; remarkatiigse improvements remained
stable over one month, attesting to the duraklitihe training effects in the samples
of both students and professionals. These resutisibute to the accrual of

scientific knowledge on a theory-driven and evidebased HRD intervention.
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The Psychological Capital (PsyCap) construct, @efias a set of positive
psychological resources (Luthans, 2002), has comeenidespread use over the last
decade. Considerable empirical evidence points twvell-established relationship with
a number of positive organizational outcomes (gb. satisfaction, psychological
wellbeing, job performance, organizational citizgpsehaviors; for a meta-analysis
see Avey, Reichard, Luthans, Mhatre, 2011). Moreamee of the core characteristics
of PsyCap is its state-like nature and this makepen to development. Luthans and his
associates (Luthans, Avey, Avolio, Norman, & Conf3)6) set out a training
procedure developing PsyCap that was empiricaditetein two samples of North
Americans: one of students and another of mangbetksans, Avey, Avolio, &
Peterson, 2010). However, to the authors’ knowlettgs training known as PsyCap
Intervention (PCI) has not been replicated in défe settings, with distinct
populations, or (more importantly) conducted byniray facilitators other than the
original authors of PsyCap (i.e., with the potdrigxperimenter bias” that we will
discuss in the remainder of the introduction).

On the other hand, we believe that it is importanterify the extent to which
the methods and tools available for developing Rgy€an be generalized. In fact, a
lively debate (Makel, Plucker, & Hegarty, 2012) masently emerged among social
scientists on the occurrence and value of repticagtudies for theory building and
testing, for knowledge accumulation and, ultimatédy scientific progress (Eden,
2002; Tsang & Kwan, 1999).

Replication studies are not only of scientific \glbut their practical
contribution should also be underlined. It is \jtamportant in the field of Human
Resource Development in particular to replicaterve#ntions in order to attest to their

generalization. It is well-established that tramplay a critical role in the effectiveness
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of training programs (Burke & Hutchins, 2008; Ton& Dipboye, 2001); indeed, they
are mentioned as one of the main elements whenaway training. Thus, replicating
the success of a training program with differeainers sheds light on the soundness of
the intervention.

Moreover, building on the replication of a trainimgervention implies taking it
further andextendingt, notably by exploring the time frame in whidhk positive
effects remain visible. In effect, one of HRD praghers’ main concerns is to make
sound decisions on the level of investment in gidevelopment activities and predict
their longer-term benefit to an organization. lis tlespect, there is no evidence of the
time frame in which the PsyCap remains enhancedaltree training as the durability
of PCI effects has not yet been ascertained.

The identification of these two main gaps in therature prompted our
research. Our goals are: (1) to generalize thesR&fectiveness when conducted by
different trainers; (2) to test the durability betPCI with a one-month follow-up.
Psychological capital and its components

The construct of psychological capital first apgekin the literature in 2002
(Luthans, 2002); a rudimentary search in Psycintb tihe keyword “psychological
capital” revealed that it has prompted around 1&8eps in the last decade. It is rooted
in and actually represents the core construct sitiwe Organizational Behavior (POB),
namely ‘the study and application of positively orienteartaun resource strengths and
psychological capacities that can be measured,|dped, and effectively managed for
performance improvemént_uthans, 2002, p.59). This definition immedigte¢veals
that the contemporary organizational behavior fagdls with individuals’ positive
characteristics (i.e., strengths), and secondttiesie characteristics can be enhanced.

Specifically, PsyCap is concerned with “who you’drmat, more importantly and from a
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developmental perspective, “who you are becomihgti{ans, Youssef, & Avolio,
2007, p. 20). These features also make PsyCaper€st to HRD professionals; their
job is to equip organizations with the best talevit® strive to contribute to their
organization’s success (Alkire & Avey, 2013; LuteaNogelgesang, & Lester, 2006).

PsyCap represents a broader concept that encorspagss-order variables,
namely self-efficacy, optimism, hope, and resileicuthans, 2002; Luthans &
Youssef, 2004). Thus, a comprehensive definitioRyfCap isan individual’s
positive psychological state of development thaharacterized by: (1) having
confidence (self-efficacy) to take on and put enntkcessary effort to succeed at
challenging tasks; (2) making a positive attribati@ptimism) about succeeding now
and in the future; (3) persevering toward goals antien necessary, redirecting paths
to goals (hope) in order to succeed; and (4) wheseb by problems and adversity,
sustaining and bouncing back and even beyond igasi) to attain succesglLuthans,
Youssef, & Avolio, 2007, p. 3).

Self-efficacy has been extensively studied inialbs of psychology, as well as
in organizational behavior and human resource nmemnagt. It identifies an
individual’'s belief about his or her ability to suessfully execute a specific task within
a given domain. While self-efficacy is a belief abthe likelihood of success linked to
one’s own abilities, optimism is an expectationwthmositive outcomes related to a
more general positive view of the world (Luthanslet2010). Optimists are people
who always expect good things to happen and, idsieaimply sitting back and
waiting for them to come, they also understanded to play an active role in
influencing such positive outcomes. In additiomytlassume that adversities can be
overcome successfully whenever they arise. Inrdgpect, optimism is theoretically

close to the other two components of PsyCap, narsslitence and hope. Resilience is
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an individual’s adaptive response to adverse evamnisstems from the interaction with
the environment and the processes that either geowell-being or protect against risk
factors (Reich, Zautra & Hall, 2010); these proesssan be individual coping
strategies, or may be helped by good organizatiomatiexts and practices (Peters,
Leadbeater & McMahon, 2004). In other words, “liesite” occurs when there are
cumulative “protective factors”. Finally, hope isaj-directed thinking in which people
perceive that they can produce routes or pathwaglesired goals - and the essential
motivation to use them - namely, agency thinkingljpawer). Goals may vary
temporally from short to long term, but they mustds sufficient personal value for a
person to engage in them (Lopez, Snyder, Ped20di3).
Developing PsyCap

The innermost feature of PsyCap that distinguisihiesm other similarly
positive-oriented constructs (e.g., core self-eatdun) is its malleability and openness
to development (Luthans et al., 2007), which bring¥ack to the traditional distinction
between trait- and state-like constructs. A lordjital study (Peterson, Luthans, Avolio,
Walumbwa, & Zhang, 2011) has documented intra-iddi&l changes in PsyCap over a
period of seven months, and showed how these chargdinked to changes in
subsequent job performance. An important implicabbthis study is that it is possible,
and worthwhile, to invest in developing PsyCap.

Drawing on previous literature corroborating thieetiveness of interventions
for developing each of the four components (e.gndira, 1997; Masten, 2001,
Seligman, 1998; Snyder, 2000), Luthans and collesg2006) advanced their proposal
for a “micro-intervention”, the Psychological Capitntervention (PCI). A short
workshop (from 1 to 3 hours) is proposed as thistsithe need of maximizing the

results within a short time frame.
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According to the authors, each of the psychologiocalstructs encompassed in
PsyCap can be developed when addressed by spoaficises during the workshop.
For Hope, the training is based on helping theviddial adopt an approach (rather than
an avoidance) orientation (Elliot, 1999) and stiatinlg him/her to be more pragmatic
through goal setting. The Self-efficacy componsraddressed through three of the four
well-known sources of efficacy beliefs, namely aetmastery (participants actively
engage in the goal setting exercise, which alsersfihe opportunity to build efficacy
by facilitating the visualization of a successfoésario); modeling or vicarious learning
(participants share their goals with each otherraalle suggestions); social persuasion
and positive feedback (the training facilitator d@nel other participants provide positive
reinforcement about goal achievement). The themaletinderpinning for building
Resilience is to activate cognitive, emotional aetiavioral processes that can change
an individual’s perception of his/her influencetbie external conditions. Therefore, an
exercise that visualizes and anticipates possédileasks allows people to increase their
ability to mentally re-frame those circumstancasaHy, for Optimism, self-talk
(Meichenbaum, 1975), namely the technique of rephganegative and self-debilitating
thoughts, is the main source for increasing arviddal's positive expectations and
attributions.

The training was first conducted using online textbgy (Luthans, Avey, &
Patera, 2008) and confirmed the expected positfeeteof increasing the participants’
PsyCap when compared to a control group that wasvied in a traditional decision-
making exercise rather than in the target workskafpsequently, the PCI was also
tested in a face-to-face small-group workshop (aoghet al., 2010). Using a pre-test
post-test design with a double sample of studems@anagers respectively, the authors

measured the participants’ PsyCap one week befat®@iae week after the workshop
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and showed that it had improved significantly, ad the professionals’ performance.
With regard to the face-to-face workshop, the aglieveloped and provided more
operative guidelines for HR experts on how to cande training session.

Types of Replication studies

Many philosophers of science (Popper, 1959; Rad®€6) believe that the
replication of empirical research findings is & ttore of the scientific approach and
serves several functions. Besides the straighti@hwanfirmation of a theory and
previous results, it also helps refine a given tiadxy progressively adding boundary
conditions and/or explanatory mechanisms thatested by gradually changing some
of the features in the primary study (Eden, 2063ng & Kwan, 1999). Therefore,
distinct functions are pursued depending on thegdesf the replication studies and
their ratio of similarity/dissimilarity with the aginal study (Schmidt, 2009); these
designs have been classified into several taxorsomie

The typical “operational”’ replication implies anaet replication of all the
features (i.e., conditions, procedure, experimeeter) and would allow a control to be
made for sampling errors and the possibility thatfirst results were obtained by mere
chance. The more varied the details, e.g. usinffex@ht group of researchers, in a
different lab, or even altering the research pracedhe more we move toward a
“conceptual” replication aimed at confirming thedenlying hypothesis of the first
experiment/research (Schmidt, 2009).

Rosenthal (1990) also identified three broad festulistinguishing replication
studies, namely the time (how close in time is@ication study to the primary
research?); the procedure (are the methods ofrgtedsearch retained, and if not, how
was the original study modified?); the actor (is thplication study conducted by the

same or a different research group?).
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A similar, and partly overlapping, taxonomy hasrbadvanced by Tsang and
Kwan (1999) who considered two research aspearsetiie a 2x3 matrix defining six
different types of replication studies. These atpeere the population or context and
the measurement/analysis; accordingly, replicattodies may be based on the same
dataset, the same population but different dataset totally different population, and
may vary in terms of the measures adopted or thyses performed. The most
complex condition, defined as “generalization axikesion”, is when the original
hypotheses are tested on a different populatiamyudifferent measurement or
analytical techniques.

Our research fits into this category as it was disegeneralizing the
effectiveness of the PCI to a different populatm extending it by employing a
different analytical strategy. With regard to thegplation, we planned to involve the
same kind of sample (students and professionatdydom a different country. As for
the analytical strategy, we adopted an experimelgsign measuring PsyCap at three
points in time. This enabled us to analyze the dgtmeans of a repeated-measures
within-subjects technique (i.e., General Linear MIp@nd ultimately extend Luthans et
al.’s (2010) study by testing the stability of fagyCap enhancement in a one-month
time frame.

Lastly, the group of researchers conducting ouligagon study was different
from the original team. Although this last featig@ot explicitly encompassed in any
of the categories of Tsang and Kwan (1999), iténtioned by several authors and is of
paramount importance. It responds to the issubeopotential “experimenter bias”,
namely the tendency to unintentionally “createpablicize the expected result, which
would also explain the generally higher rates ategsful replications conducted by the

same group of researchers (Makel et al., 2012% iBheven more crucial in cases like
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ours that replicate a training intervention. leaanmon knowledge in the HRD domain
that training facilitators have a major effect aarting effectiveness due to their
knowledge, expertise, background and expressivdBeske & Hutchins, 2008; Towler
& Dipboye, 2001); thus, it is essential to estdbtisat the proposed procedure is
effective when conducted by different facilitators.
Method

Participants and Procedure

A pooled sample of Bulgarian students and probesds was used in this study.
The initial sample consisted of 78 individuals €&0dents and 28 professionals). The
average age was 23.7 years (SD = 4.7) and 35%medee The vast majority of
students (88%) were enrolled in a business or en@erelated degree (e.qg.,
Management, Finance, International Economic Relatidccounting and Control) and
mainly (42%) in the third year of their Bachelondies, while professionals occupied a
variety of jobs in a wide range of sectors, inchgdaccounting (11%), customer support
(7%), IT (7%), and graphic design (7%). The prafassls had an average work
experience of 5.9 years (SD = 2.3) and averagéjalre of 2.5 years (SD = 2.2). The
final sample that participated in the training aodhpleted the follow-up questionnaire
consisted of 40 individuals (26 students and l4gssionals, 51% completion rate). We
conducted a Pearson’s Chi-Square test for gendka dntest for age in order to
compare participants and non-participants. Theydiddiffer significantly with regards
to genderf?(1) = .42, p =0.52) or age (t=-.36, p = .72).

Students were approached through an internationdést organization
(AIESEC) based at the University of Varna, while girofessionals were contacted
through a local community center in the Burgasaoegirhey were asked to participate

in a short personal development workshop adveraseti.E.R.O.”, an acronym

10
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obtained with the initials of the four PsyCap comgats. Two sessions of the same
workshop were held, for students and professiamasisectively. Individuals were asked
to fill in the PsyCap questionnaire three timedmythe research period — before the
training (Time 1), immediately after the trainingrge 2) and in a follow up around one
month later (Time 3). However, people that optetiaduhe training only answered the
first questionnaire and could not be contactedrag#nlike the participants, their
guestionnaires were anonymous which preventedous fising the non-participants as
a control group. Therefore, we asked the same @aai@ons to send out another email
to their affiliates some months after, in orderdoruit an additional comparison group.
In this case, people were asked to fill in the sgomestionnaire twice, one month apart,
without offering participation in any training. Oot 200 questionnaires, 27 could be
matched over time (13.5% rate), and specificallydtzstudents and 15 for
professionals. The low response rate might be exguaby the fact that people were not
willing to commit to answering the questionnairedsv However, the characteristics of
the comparison group resemble those of the tredtgreap, with virtually no
significant differences: forty-four percent werelen@?(1) = .60, p = 0.44) and the
average age was 24.5 (SD = 3.2;t =-.75, p = Afg.professionals had an average
work experience of 3.9 years (SD = 2.1; t = 2.29,.03) and 1.7 years of job tenure
(SD=1.3;t=1.17, p = .25).
Implementing the Training

The intervention closely followed the PCI guideBraescribed in Luthans et al.
(2010). Accordingly, it included four main exeragsas well as a small group session for
positive thinking and it lasted a total of threeuf® In addition to the original procedure
and drawing from the organizational psychology#tare, we explicitly structured the

training in such a way that participants would wor#tividually, in small groups and in
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plenary sessions in order to make the most of tkewurces. The few small additions or
specifications of the exercises are described irerdetail below.

The starting point was a goal setting exerciseividdals were informed about
the main characteristics of goals (i.e., SMART; &fie Measurable, Attainable,
Relevant, Time-bounded) and invited to set thregyfor the near future.
Subsequently, participants were asked to choosefuhese and to think (individually)
of different ways to achieve it, generating altéireapathways but also anticipating
potential obstacles and ways of overcoming thenteQhe pathways were realistically
identified (i.e., with an awareness of potentidficlilties), the training facilitator asked
them to set specific sub-goals that would ultimalead to the achievement of the main
goal. Finally, participants were asked to listth# resources available to them during
that process, taking care to identify both indiaband contextual (i.e., internal and
external) resources. The second part of the trgiwias conducted in small groups of 4-
5 people where each of them shared their plansthvtlpeers. Participants were
encouraged to provide constructive feedback asageib advance ideas, solutions, and
in general a different perspective to improve eaitter’'s plans. Finally, there was a
“positive brainstorming” task that involved the ila@roup. Participants were called on
to contribute positive phrases, thoughts, or qutttascould bring inspiration and
support as they moved toward their goals on a deiys in face of difficulties and
setbacks.

Although it is difficult to disentangle the impamt each single component,
theory helps explain the expected effect of a gmegrcise. The first exercise, inspired
by the traditional principles of goal setting adlvas the more recent distinction
between proximal and distal goals (Locke & Lath@@1.2), was aimed at developing

hope by triggering the generation of pathways &edetfore affecting the individual

12
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agency through goal-directed thinking. The prefagian of possible obstacles and
alternative solutions is also consistent with thké-segulatory strategy of
implementation intentions (Gollwitzer, 1993) thatgets not only hope but also self-
efficacy by operating on some of its main undedyoognitive abilities, namely
anticipation, self-regulation and self-reflectiddafdura, 1997). Self-efficacy was also
boosted through the vicarious experience (i.g¢enisng to peers’ plans) provided in the
small-group stage in the second part of the wonshtraditionally one of the sources
for enhancing self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997). Resitie was explicitly addressed
through raising the awareness of assets and resoavailable or that could help them
bounce back in case of adversities. Finally, tHeectve exercise on positive thinking
exploited verbal persuasion as an additional solercdeveloping self-efficacy, and
built on self-talk techniques to improve optimisimce positive self-talk methods can
be taught with success (Shantz & Latham, 2012psGtent with the broaden-and-
build framework, experiencing positive emotions émalights leads to a higher level of
learning and, thus, to success (Fredrickson, 2001).

At the end of the training, but only after fillimg the questionnaire again,
participants were debriefed about the PsyCap aactstind the conceptual underpinning
of its four dimensions.

Measures

PsyCap was measured on all three measurement @tsasing the 24-item
psychological capital questionnaire (PCQ); Luthafmyssef & Avolio, 2007), validated
by Luthans et al. (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norm&®@07). Permission was obtained

to use the PCQ for research purposes from www.nairtdmn.com. Responses used the

typical 6-point Likert-type scale ranging from X'Strongly disagree” to 6 = “Strongly

agree”. The questionnaire was translated from Ehgb Bulgarian by a Bulgarian

13
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native-speaker, whose work was further refined bg@nd independent translator. For
the purposes of this study, slight alterations wett@duced in the original wording of
the items in order to adapt their meaning to treelamic setting for the student sample.
Sample items are: “If | should find myself in a jammy studies/projects, | could think
of many ways to get out of it”, ““I always look d@he bright side of things regarding my
studies”. Chronbach’s alpha coefficients, calcuair the questionnaires collected at
Time 1 to guarantee the reliability of the measnreubsequent comparisons, showed
satisfactory levels. The alpha for the whole se&s .88; it was .84 for the Self-
efficacy subscale, .75 for the Hope subscale abdor7the Optimism subscale;
however, the Cronbach’s alpha only reached .66himResilience subscale.
Results

Prior to testing the effectiveness of the trainivg,checked for potential biases
in sample selection. To this end, we conducted ex@aly ANOVA with Psychological
Capital at Time 1 as dependent variable and thigcgation vs. non-participation in the
training as grouping variable. The results shoved there were non-significant
differences between those who decided to takeip#ne workshop and those who did
not with regard to their starting level of PsyC&p=(.26, p = .61). In addition, the
Levene test (F = 1.88, p = .17) and Shapiro-Wigt (&-Wnon-participantsi= .96, p = .15; S-
W participants)= -98, p = .81) supported the assumption thavénences in the
participants’ and non-participants’ groups are hgemmus and that these samples come
from the same, normally distributed, populationeféiore, we conclude that there was

not a systematic bias affecting the self-seleatibtnaining participants.
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Table 1 presents the means of PsyCap and eachslondor the pooled sample
that participated in the workshop and the two soipdas, of students and professionals,
separately. On first inspection, we can observmamase in the means from Time 1 to
Time 2 and 3. However, we tested for statistichedences using a repeated-measures
general linear model (GLM) for PsyCap and eachheffour components with Time
(T1, T2, and T3) as the within-subjects factor &taldent/Professional status as the
between-subjects factor. GLM confirmed that théedénces in the means of PsyCap
were statistically significant (F = 17.52, p < .@hd the pairwise comparisons showed
that this difference was significant from Time 1 év1.64) to Time 2 (M = 4.92) and
Time 3 (M = 4.9) respectively, whereas there wasunther improvement from time 2
to Time 3. When we looked at the single componehBsyCap, we found the same
pattern of results for Self-efficacy (F = 8.53, p0d), Hope (F = 10.46, p < .01) and
Optimism (F = 12.94, p < .01). With reference tsiRence, we also found a significant
difference in the within-subjects model (F = 6.8X .05), but in this case the pairwise
comparisons revealed that the improvement only medwafter a longer time lag (M)

= 4.93) and not immediately after the training(yl= 4.71 vs. M) = 4.87).

Finally, GLM showed no between-subjects effects (students vs.
professionals), and no significant interaction estw their status and time (see Table 2).
Thus, we can conclude that the training was as®ffefor the students as for the
professionals. As further evidence, we plottedGhd/ results for PsyCap and each

dimension comparing the two groups and report timeRigure 1 and 2.
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Additional support for the effectiveness of tharing intervention comes from
the comparison group. The respondents in this gdidipot differ from the trained
group with regards their starting level of PsyCBp=(.64, p = .43) or its components (F
=2.79, p = .10 for Self-efficacy; F = .04, p = 88 Hope; F = .28, p = .60 for
Resilience; F = .03, p = .85 for Optimism) but, &wary to the treatment group, they did
not show any significant change after one month {&ble 3). Finally, we conducted
an ANCOVA comparing the means of the treatmentamdparison groups at Time 3
while controlling for the respective values at Tifhelhe results showed that the mean
of PsyCap was significantly higher in the treatmgnoup (M = 4.90) than in the
comparison group (M = 4.74) although two of the poments, namely self-efficacy and
resilience, did not differ (Mbir.efficacy Treatment 4.99 VS. Melt-efficacy_comparisor 4.98;
MResilience_Treatmert 4.92 VS. Mesilience_comparisorr 4.81). In addition to the significance
test, we report the Cohen'’s d effect size and tleetesize correlation and we note that
all the effects, including Resilience, are smalitoderate with the exception of self-
efficacy, which is negligible.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was twofold: to geneedlie effectiveness of the
PsyCap Intervention (Luthans et al., 2006; Luthetred., 2010) when conducted by
different trainers, and to explore its longer tefiects. This has a straightforward
practical value as HRD experts need evidence-basexyentions of proven
effectiveness. We tested our assumptions in a daample of students and
professionals from Bulgaria. Thus, consistent whih tradition of replication studies

(Tsang & Kwan, 1999), some of the characteristidhe original study remained
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constant, particularly with regard to the trainprgcedures and the type of sample.
However, we also introduced some variations incthr@ext — notably the trainers; this
configured our study as a generalization of thehaos et al.’s (2010) training
intervention.

A replication with different facilitators is of p@mount importance because the
success of workshops often relies on the trairexgtessiveness, competence and
confidence (Burke & Hutchins, 2008; Towler & Diplegy2001), and these aspects are
typically considered when measuring participarggctions to training (Morgan &
Casper, 2000). Thus, ascertaining that a propeagdrg intervention is effective per
se, regardless of the person delivering it, isi@martant contribution to literature and
practice. Due to the inclusion of a follow-up measof PsyCap one month after the
intervention and the use of a different analytteahnique, our study is also
characterized as an extension of the original bez#.contributed to increasing our
knowledge about the durability of the positive etéeobtained.

Our analyses revealed a within-subject developroeRsyCap over time, with a
significant improvement from Time 1 to Time 2 thamained constant after a one-
month lag (Time 3). This trend was observed fohlibe single components and the
overall construct, with the noteworthy exceptiorRasilience. In this case, the
significant improvement did not take place immeeliaafter the training (i.e., from
Time 1 to Time 2), but only appeared in the follap/{i.e., from Time 1 to Time 3).

Our interpretation of the above finding is thaedirexperience may heighten the
ability to bounce back from failures, overcome abks or effectively face difficulties.
During the workshop, the main exercise that adexk#sis ability involved participants
listing the resources available to them to overcarsetback. Participants had to rely on

the imaginative and anticipative cognitive cap&piio raise their awareness about their
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resources, but this was not necessarily enoughhtaree their resilience. However, one
month later, during which we assume they had madegprogress toward their goals
(for example, the sampled students had exams dtiraignonth) and tested their
potential resources, they were better able tovailitheir resilience.

This change in resilience over one month can b&edeas behavioral transfer or
generalization (Baldwin & Ford, 1988; Colquitt, Lie®, & Noe, 2000), as participants
likely used the resources identified during theksbiop and this ultimately increased
their resilience. In line with our reasoning, Wetr@'Leary-Kelly, Baldwin, and
Wexley (1994) found that learning retention wasisigantly higher one month after
the training. Similarly to the above-cited reseamh assume that this result might have
occurred because participants felt that the trgimmas not concluded with the
workshop, and that they had to try to put into pcacwhat they had experienced and
reflected upon in the classroom. As further supfmodur interpretation, it is worth
recalling that the so-called “opportunity to penfdris mentioned as one of the factors
with moderate to strong impact on training trang¢Barrke & Hutchins, 2007).

The present research not only sheds light on thability of the effects of PCI,
but also furthers our knowledge of the developnoémtach PsyCap component.
Although it is not possible to identify a direatli between each exercise and the
increase in one of the personal strengths, we igbduthan previous studies by looking
at hope, self-efficacy, optimism and resilienceasafely and corroborating their
development. Finally, the results of the betwednjextis section of our model lends
additional support to the effectiveness of theniray by showing that there was no
difference in the way students and professionasaeded to the workshop, as the trend
for both sub-samples was the same. Thus, as imouestudies, the PCl is effective

with both students and professionals.
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Finally, reflection should be given to the finditigat the magnitude of the
change in self-efficacy was negligible when coritngsthe treatment and the
comparison groups. The small sample size could wintédly have played a role in this,
but most of all we believe it is related to theantvs. inter-individual differences.
Although the mean of self-efficacy at time 3 is doterent for the two samples taken
together, the confidence of single individuals witthe treatment group enhanced after
the training, which was not the case in the congpargroup. We can only speculate as
to whether such an improvement in self-efficacgteating a descending parabola at
time 3 or, on the other hand, some individualdhen¢comparison group underwent
positive experiences during the one-month lagehabled them to preserve a good
level of self-efficacy. Nevertheless, the workslsopceeded in strengthening
individuals’ beliefs in their self-efficacy, andnb@ps of those individuals that started
with the lowest levels in particular.

Limitations and future research

We acknowledge the following limitations of our dyu First, we did not
randomly allocate subjects to the “treatment” drel“tomparison” group, and we did
not measure other characteristics of the indivisiwdio originally decided to participate
in the training or of those that opted out. Thigyraast doubts on the internal validity of
the training because of the potential non-equivadesf the groups. Nevertheless, we
were able to show that there was no systematierdifice between participants and non-
participants in the PCI based on their levels ¢id2g, which is precisely the
characteristic we aimed to influence with the tiragn Of course, there may be other
individual characteristics we did not measure wlachount for the self-selection of the
sample, such as learning goal orientation andsittimotivation. However, this

resembles what can happen in organizations wheihogegs are involved in training
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and development activities; individuals are oftéiered a list of courses by the
company’s HR department, and the reason for atignaie or the other is frequently
unknown. In fact, assessing and showing the effecéss of initiatives are major
concerns for HR professionals. Future studies aiaédrther testing of the PCl's
effectiveness may include other psychological messthat can help explain individual
motivation to participate as well as transfer thatents acquired during the training
(Burke & Hutchins, 2008).

A second limitation, and potential threat to theernal validity of the study, is
the collection of the comparison group after sevei@ths. Clearly, the possible
influence of external factors on the comparisorugroannot be ruled out, although we
showed that the two groups did not differ in trd@mographics (except professionals’
work tenure, which was higher in the treatment gjaar in their initial PsyCap levels.

Another limitation relates to the reliability ofeétResilience subscale that is
below the commonly accepted value of .70. This, moed with the finding that
individuals’ resilience only improved significanttpme time after the training rather
than immediately, may point to a “beta” or “gamneétange, in other words, to a
learning effect. It is likely that people need tars pursuing their goals and perhaps
experience set-backs before they can answer qusstlmut their resilience capacity.
Thus, by the third data collection they may haweetiged a different understanding of
the questions and/or a “rescaling” of the answeanghors. However, it is worth noting
that as this did not happen in the comparison grthglearning effect may be tied
more with the training itself rather than the répdaexposure to the same questionnaire.
All in all, the overall PsyCap scale reliabilityssfficiently high (.88) not to undermine
our confidence in the results obtained from thaing. An alternative that cannot be

ruled out is that the Bulgarian version for thabstale is not as accurate as for other
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languages (although we note that the Resiliendeadpefficient reported for the
English version is often below .70; Luthans et2007; 2010). Future research efforts
should address a cross-cultural validation of tsy@p scale or the use of the more
recent implicit measure of PsyCap (Harms & Luth&@4,2), notably to avoid “learning
effects” when administering the same scale more timee in a short time frame.
Moreover, we did not collect a measure of sociairddility response, so could
not control for its impact on our results. Howewee, believe that it would not
completely explain the differentiated pattern of casults (i.e., some of the components
increased immediately after the training whereasieace only increased at Time 3).
Additional directions for future research includeestigating the durability of
the workshop effects over longer time frames (&.¢o, 12 months) and, most notably,
exploring possible “recalls” or follow-up exercisesprolong the effectiveness without
repeating the same training. Lastly, future studmdd explore the differential impact
of the intervention on individuals with higher omter starting level of PsyCap and its
single components in order to identify who respaiadis more effectively.
Implications and Conclusions
An important implication for theory is that our fimgs can be generalized to
similar state-like constructs, for example positwvel negative affect. Affects are
broader than emotions and more stable (George,) 2thietefore configuring as a state-
like construct. We can infer that a short traingggsion aimed at improving positive
and reducing negative affects, based on cogniteeceses like those included in the
PCI would be as effective as the PCI and its edfeaiuld last at least one month.
From a practical standpoint, the value of thisiogpion and extension resides in
the generalization of not only research findingsrhare importantly a training program

conducted by different facilitators. The effectiess of a training workshop is strongly
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influenced by the trainers conducting it, and tsuits obtained in this study encourage
other colleagues to adopt the PCI in the confideiGegood outcome. This is vital for
HR professionals who operate in increasingly glialeal companies with dispersed
workforces and who want to adopt evidence-basedlgenous tools and
methodologies. Likewise, this replication is al§ovaue for small companies that lack
sufficient internal resources and therefore relyerternal consultants to help with staff
development.

Both the short duration of the training (i.e., tafreours) and its durability
underscore the efficient contribution these worlshmake to the growth of a
company’s human capital. Given the limited timesuomed and costs involved along
with the potential positive effects on the emplsyaad the organization, this training
can be considered a low budget human resourcestmeat. While additional evidence
tracking the durability over 6 or 12 months frone thaining would undoubtedly be
welcome, our study at least provides a first cbatron in that direction. On the other
hand, our contribution of the 1-month durabilitytbé intervention coupled with its
effect size does provide HRD practitioners witheeisl information to calculate the
utility analysis in advance of the workshop; thigeg organizations a sound basis on
which to make decisions regarding training and tgraent investments (Cascio &
Boudreau, 2011).

In conclusion, the PCI proved an effective anétcefht methodology that HRD
professionals can confidently apply to develop eygés’ psychological strengths and
resources and with visible longer-term effectss Hlso hoped that the present
replication and extension will serve as a boosbtber studies aiming at following up
and replicating theory-driven interventions becawusly when equipped with sound

evidence-based methodologies can HRD professi@asalsss their quality and decide
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about their implementation in organizational sgidue to their accredited

contribution.
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Table 1 - Means and standard deviations of Psy@dpts components in the

trained group

Pooled Sample Students Professionals

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
PsyCap T1 4.64 0.46 4.71 0.39 4.52 0.54
PsyCap_T2 492 0.37 4.95 0.36 4.86 0.39
PsyCap_T3 490 0.50 4.96 0.53 4.79 0.44
Self-Efficacy T1 4.71 0.69 4.73 0.68 4.69 0.74
Self-Efficacy T2 5.09 0.52 5.10 0.53 5.08 0.51
Self-Efficacy_T3 5.00 0.62 4.99 0.71 5.00 0.42
Hope T1 4.78 0.59 4.85 0.55 4.67 0.65
Hope T2 5.07 0.53 5.15 0.48 4.95 0.60
Hope T3 5.04 0.65 5.10 0.71 4.92 0.53
Resilience T1 4.71 0.59 4.81 0.50 4.56 0.71
Resilience T2 4.87 0.44 4.92 0.43 4.79 0.47
Resilience T3 4.93 0.61 5.03 0.59 4.75 0.64
Optimism_T1 4.35 0.61 4.47 0.53 4.15 0.71
Optimism_T2 4.65 0.60 4.66 0.61 4.63 0.62
Optimism_T3 4.64 0.64 4.73 0.70 4.49 0.52
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Table 2 - GLM between-subjects effects

Status
(Professionalsvs
Students) Status* Time
F p value F p value
PsyCap 1.33 0.26 0.02 0.88
Self-Efficacy 0.01 0.93 0.05 0.82
Hope 1.09 0.30 0.00 0.96
Resilience 1.86 0.18 0.04 0.85
Optimism 1.13 0.29 0.17 0.68
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Table 3 - Results from the comparison group

GLM? ANCOVAP Effect Size®

F p value F p value d r
PsyCap 0.11 0.75 8.04 0.01 34 17
Self-Efficacy 0.13 0.72 1.97 017 02 .01
Hope 0.06 0.80 6.96 0.01 41 .20
Resilience 0.04 0.85 2.48 012 19 .09
Optimism 0.23 0.63 4.03 0.05 .38 .18

2Within-subject effect of time in the comparison gpo

b Between-subject differences in Time 3 of the trestt vs. comparison group
controlling for Time 1 measures

¢ Effect size of the differences observed betweeatinent and comparison group
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Figure 1 —PsyCap development over time in the twooigs
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Figure 2 — Development of the four components ¢ivee in the two groups
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