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Abstract
The present research aims to (i) assess the suitability of psychological capital (Psy-
Cap) in a non-Western world, i.e. Indian context, and (ii) to expand the PsyCap 
domain by testing suitability of flow as the next construct of PsyCap. Two independ-
ent quantitative studies were conducted to meet the above-stated aims. There were 
906 and 302 participants in Studies 1 and 2, respectively. Standardized scales were 
used in both studies. Confirmatory factor analysis, confirmatory bifactor analysis, 
correlation, and hierarchical regression analysis were used. Study 1 results showed 
that PCQ-24 is valid in the Indian context only after the deletion of three negative 
items. PsyCap has been established as a second-order construct. PsyCap and flow 
were found to be closely associated with each other in Study 2. They were related 
to CWB as well. Flow predicted CWB over and above PsyCap. To the best of our 
knowledge, this is the first study to empirically establish that PsyCap is valid in India 
on a relatively larger sample, and it is indeed a second-order construct. Theoretical 
and empirical evidence was provided to support flow as the new PsyCap construct.

Keywords  PsyCap · PCQ-24 · Flow · CWB · Confirmatory Bifactor analysis · 
Hierarchical regression analysis

Psychological capital (or PsyCap) has emerged as an influential contribution of the 
positive psychology movement to the field of organizational behaviour. Ever since it 
was introduced by Luthans and Youssef (2004), the construct has spawned numer-
ous researches over the last decade and a half and has consistently shown its impact 
on performance and several other desirable employee outcomes (e.g. Luthans & 
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Youssef-Morgan, 2017; Nolzen, 2018). However, most of these studies have been 
conducted in the Western world which led one of the major influencers of the Psy-
Cap movement, Luthans and Youssef-Morgan (2017) to advocate its investigation 
in a non-Western context to make it more universal. They further argued that “posi-
tive psychology has been seriously scrutinized for its applicability and transferabil-
ity across cultures” (p,355). Thus, the first aim of the present study is to assess the 
suitability of PsyCap in a non-Western context and specifically in the Indian context.

PsyCap encompasses the four core constructs of hope, self-efficacy, resilience, 
and optimism (HERO in brief) which have been explored and developed well by 
many researchers (e.g. Luthans and Youssef, 2007) . However, Luthans et al. (2015) 
have stated that these four constructs are not exhaustive and had identified nine 
potential PsyCap constructs such as flow, creativity, mindfulness, gratitude, forgive-
ness, emotional intelligence, spirituality, authenticity, and courage  that could be 
included to expand the domain of PsyCap. To the best of our knowledge, there have 
been only three studies that have looked into the expansion of the construct of Psy-
Cap (Roche et al., 2014; Bockorny, 2015; Oja et al., 2019) . Thus, the present study 
also aims to expand the PsyCap domain by testing the suitability of flow as the next 
construct of PsyCap.

Revisiting Psychological Capital

PsyCap is a higher-order construct comprising four resources hope, self-efficacy, 
resilience, and optimism (Luthans et al., 2004; Luthans and Youssef, 2004; Luthans 
et al., 2015) as mentioned above. There are at least five meta-analyses/review papers 
(Avey et. al.,2011; Dawkins et al., 2013; Newman et al., 2014; Luthans and Youssef-
Morgan, 2017 & Wu & Nguyen, 2019) on PsyCap already published, and careful 
scrutiny of these reviews reveal that most of the quoted papers were of Western ori-
gin. There is evidence that the meaning and manifestations of positivity may be dif-
ferent or even contradictory (Fineman, 2006) in different cultures. Personal agency 
is at the core of all the four PsyCap constructs: efficacy hope, resilience, and opti-
mism. However, the notion of an agency being a personal capability is a debatable 
one (Ratner, 2000) as the concept of self is not the same across cultures (Markus & 
Kitayama, 1991). Thus, there is a need to understand how positivity in general and 
PsyCap constructs in particular manifests and can be leveraged in different parts of 
the world (Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017).

There is evidence that the most used measure of PsyCap which is PCQ-24 (2953 
citations as per ResearchGate, 13 June 2022) had different factor structures than 
the original one proposed by Luthans et al. (2007), Luthans, Youssef, et al. (2007), 
Luthans Avolio, and Avey (2007)) in different parts of the world. Rego et al. (2010) 
found that instead of the four-factor model of PsyCap, a five-factor model showed 
higher validity. Du Plessis and Barkhuizen (2012) also found that the three-factor 
model of PsyCap is more suited in the South African context than a four-factor 
model. Sahoo and Sia (2015) found that the three-factor model was more apt than 
the single factor as well as the four-factor model. Antunes et al. (2017) reported a 
five-factor model solution for PCQ-24 in Portugal. However, the original four-factor 
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of PsyCap as measured by PCQ-24 was also found to be valid in many contexts 
(e.g. Cid et al., 2020). Imran and Shahnawaz (2020) found preliminary support for 
a four-factor structure model of PsyCap only when three of the negative items were 
removed but on a relatively small sample (N = 225). Similar results were also found 
on the Lithuanian population (Dirzyte et  al., 2021) and the Pakistani population 
(Abbasi et al., 2020) . It is evident from these studies that there is no consistency in 
the factor structure of the PsyCap measure in the different parts of the world (please 
check Appendix [Tables 7 and 8] for more information on these studies in both the 
Western and non-Western world respectively).

Moreover, PsyCap has been presented as a higher-order/second-order construct 
(Luthans Avolio, & Avey, 2007; Luthans et  al., 2007; Luthans, Youssef, et  al., 
2007); however, there are some conflicting results as well (e.g. Upadhyay & Kumar, 
2020) which led Dawkins et al. (2013) to conclude that, “more sophisticated anal-
yses of the PCQ-24 are warranted to gain a better understanding of the interplay 
between the subcomponents of PsyCap and to further validate the use of a com-
posite PCQ score” (p. 363). However, to the best of our knowledge, none of the 
published research so far used confirmatory bifactor analysis (CBA). It would be 
pertinent to report that CBA is the only way to test the clear-cut dimensionality of 
a construct as it allows items of a construct to be simultaneously loaded on a single 
construct (second-order) and also on the various dimensions of the construct (first-
order) to get the insight as to how to conceptualize the construct (Hyland, 2015). 
Hence the present study aims to test the dimensionality of PCQ-24 in the Indian 
context by using sophisticated statistical analysis of CBA.

H1: PsyCap measure (PCQ-24) will be a valid tool in the Indian context.

Expansion of Psychological Capital

There have been calls made by the PsyCap core authorship team for the expansion 
of the PsyCap construct since 2007  (Luthans et. al.,  2007, 2015).  To the best of 
our knowledge, only three such attempts have successfully been made. Bockorny 
(2015) provided some evidence for the inclusion of courage in the PsyCap construct. 
Roche et al. (2014) investigated whether both PsyCap and mindfulness offered more 
to the psychological strength of the leader about their dysfunctional outcomes. Oja 
et  al. (2019) proposed the inclusion of authenticity as another PsyCap (known as 
A-HERO) to improve sports employees’ well-being. The authors, however, did not 
empirically test the inclusion of authenticity in PsyCap. Later on, it was empirically 
validated in a subsequent study by Kim et al. (2021) and the construct of A-HERO 
was found to increase the creativity of the sports employees. Thus, it is quite evident 
that research on the expansion of PsyCap is at a nascent stage. However, expanding 
PsyCap is a tricky idea as Dawkins et al. (2013) cautioned, “this needs to be under-
taken carefully so to avoid pitfalls encountered by other paradigms, such as emo-
tional intelligence” (p,352). Therefore, the present research also aims to expand the 
PsyCap construct by proposing to include flow as one of the new PsyCap in a very 
cautious manner. Presented below is a detailed analysis of how flow is meeting the 
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criteria to be included in PsyCap. Moreover, the conceptual overlap between flow 
and the other four constructs has also been discussed to justify the possibility of 
flow to be included in PsyCap. The inclusion of flow has also been tested empiri-
cally in the present research.

Meaning of Flow

Flow is one of the potential components of PsyCap as identified by Luthans et al. 
(2007), Luthans, Youssef, et al. (2007), Luthans Avolio, and Avey (2007), Luthans 
Youssef-Morgan, and Avolio (2015)). Flow is a state of consciousness where peo-
ple become immersed in an activity and enjoy it intensely (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997). 
There are three essential components of flow; these are absorption, enjoyment, and 
intrinsic motivation. When applied to work, flow can be defined as a short-term peak 
experience that is characterized by absorption, work enjoyment, and intrinsic work 
motivation (Bakker, 2005). Flow has been generally conceptualized as a situational 
construct (e.g. Bakker, 2005; Fullagar & Kelloway, 2009); however, individuals can 
also proactively create their own flow experiences at work (Bakker & van Woerkom, 
2017). Flow has been associated with high levels of performance, confidence, focus, 
ease, and automaticity (Harris et al., 2017). According to Bakker and van Woerkom 
(2017), performance generally becomes automatic and happening without deliberate 
effort during a flow state.

PsyCap Inclusion Criteria and Flow

Since the inception of PsyCap, Luthans et al. (2007), Luthans, Youssef, et al. (2007), 
Luthans Avolio, and Avey (2007)) set certain criteria to be met to include any con-
struct under the umbrella of PsyCap. In the following section, these criteria are pre-
sented one by one, and an attempt has been made to assess the suitability of flow to 
be included in the PsyCap based on these criteria.

1.	 Theory- and Research-Based Criterion

Research on flow started in the early 1960s. It became widely popular around 
45 years back when Csikszentmihalyi (1975) enumerated the “optimal experience” 
in his book Beyond Boredom and Anxiety (Peifer & Engeser, 2021). The concept of 
flow was more formally pursued in the laboratories by employing the experience 
sampling method (ESM) by Csikszentmihalyi and colleagues in Italy (Csikszentmi-
halyi et  al., 1988; Inghilleri, 1999; Massimini & Carli, 1988; Massimini & Delle 
Fave, 2000). Since then, flow research has been pursued in a variety of fields such 
as learning, sports, and work contexts (Swann et al., 2017; Peifer et al., 2020), fol-
lowing many traditions such as social situational framework (Boffi et al., 2016), self-
determination perspective (Bakker & van Woerkom, 2017), and using all kinds of 
research traditions (quantitative and qualitative).
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2.	 Flow as a State-Like Construct

There is considerable disagreement about whether flow is a state or a personal-
ity trait. According to Zuckerman (1983), state and trait variables act quite differ-
ently. To begin, trait variables should be anticipated to demonstrate little variance 
across situations. That is, they should exhibit a high degree of test–retest reliabil-
ity and should remain relatively stable in the face of rapid changes in situational 
variables. On the other hand, state variables should be highly changeable when 
situational circumstances and features change. Like other PsyCap constructs, flow 
has also been studied as trait-like construct and one such manifestation is auto-
telic personality (Baumann, 2012). Flow is also described as a state as it occurs 
at a certain point of time at a specified degree of intensity and is experienced 
while executing a specific activity (Fullagar & Kelloway, 2009). Csikszentmi-
halyi (1985) also suggested flow is a state-like construct that can be subjective 
and dynamic and the state manifestation of flow can be in the form of “emergent 
motivation” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1985). This trait vs state debate of flow has been 
tested empirically by Fullagar and Kelloway (2009). It was found that situational 
factors account for 74% of the variance in the flow construct, providing cre-
dence to the assumption that flow is a state-based concept (Fullagar & Kelloway, 
2009). Thus, this state-like flow fits well with the conceptualization of PsyCap 
criteria of being state-like and open to development. As mentioned by Luthans 
et al. (2007), Luthans, Youssef, et al. (2007), Luthans Avolio, and Avey (2007)), 
it is also important to note here that some of the original PsyCap constructs have 
been contextualized in terms of trait as well as state. For instance, the PsyCap 
component of hope may be thought of as a trait as well as a developmental state 
(Snyder, et  al., 1996). Likewise, the optimism component of PsyCap has also 
been positioned as being dispositional as well as an explanatory style that could 
be developed over time (Luthans et al., 2005, 2006; Seligman, 1998). Moreover, 
while developing the items of PCQ-24, the authors tried to include those tools that 
were state-like in nature such as the items from the state hope scale (Snyder, et al., 
1996), and Parker’s (1998) measure for self-efficacy were used. However, the 
more trait-like constructs, such as optimism (Scheier & Carver, 1985) and resil-
iency (Wagnild & Young, 1993), were modified to make them as state-like. Lastly, 
at the very beginning of the PCQ-24 questionnaire, the respondents are instructed 
to “describe yourself right now” (p-210) to ensure that all the items are state-like 
in nature (Luthans et al., 2007a).

3.	 Measurement of Flow

There are many ways to measure flow. Bakker’s (2008) Work-Related Flow Scale 
(WOLF) is one measure that had been widely used (373 citations as per Research-
Gate, 13 June 2022). In this scale, flow has been defined as “a short-term peak 
experience characterized by absorption, work enjoyment, and intrinsic work moti-
vation”. WOLF has been successfully translated/adapted in many countries such as 
Italy (Zito et al., 2018) , Australia (Happell et al., 2014) , China (Chen et al., 2016) 
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, and South Africa (Geyser et al., 2015). WOLF has good psychometric properties 
(Bakker & van Woerkom, 2017) as reported in the above-cited studies. Bakker and 
van Woerkom (2017) summarized the section on measurement of flow as “the three 
dimensions of flow are moderately to strongly related – indicating that flow is one 
overall concept” (p.49). Hence, it is possible to take flow as measured by WOLF as 
an overarching concept comprising three first-level factors.

4.	 Workplace Impact of Flow

Research on flow at the workplace is mainly conceptualized by Bakker (2008) 
as flow can be found more often at work than in leisure settings (Csikszentmiha-
lyi & LeFevre, 1989). Flow is related to job satisfaction (Geyser et al., 2015), and 
three of the dimensions of flow were positively related to self-reported task perfor-
mance (Kopperud & Straume, 2009). Flow was also found to be related to other 
rated performances (Bakker, 2008). Bakker (2005) found that job resources includ-
ing autonomy, social support, supervisory coaching, and performance feedback were 
important antecedents of flow experiences among music teachers and their students. 
Salanova et  al. (2006), in their longitudinal study of Spanish secondary school 
teachers, showed that organizational resources including social support climate and 
clear goals facilitated work-related flow over time. Bakker and van Woerkom (2017) 
summarized their review by stating that “these studies show that flow in the work-
place may have important consequences for job performance and creativity” (p-47).

PsyCap and Flow

The concept of flow and PsyCap share some common theoretical foundations. 
Firstly, both flow and PsyCap can be seen as both proactive and reactive. For exam-
ple, PsyCap (except resilience) (Luthans et al., 2015) is proactive, and flow also has 
been presented recently as a proactive construct (Bakker & van Woerkom, 2017). 
Pathway components of hope and resilience are reactive constructs (Luthans et al., 
2015). Flow was originally construed as a situational construct as a large part of 
the variance in flow can be attributed to situational factors (Fullagar & Kelloway, 
2009). Secondly, in both flow and self-efficacy, the individual tends to target goals 
that are deemed to be of a higher level based on his/her capacities. Thirdly, the flow 
process requires constant feedback which is used by the individual to monitor his/
her actions. This is in alignment with the cognitive self-reflection processing of self-
efficacy. Moreover, both the constructs have agentic theoretical underpinning in the 
sense that individuals during the flow process and PsyCap state (largely self-efficacy 
and hope) feel a strong sense of control over their actions. The relationship between 
flow and self-efficacy has been explored in the past as well. For example, Bandura 
(1997) has shown that increased efficacy is related to task absorption leading to 
exert a greater degree of energy and effort to perform an activity. Salanova et  al. 
(2006) investigated the relationship between self-efficacy and work-related flow 
over an extended period (8 months to be precise) and found a reciprocal relationship 
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between the two. Mesurado et al. (2016) found that when students feel that they are 
capable of performing well, it leads to the experience of flow, and “self-efficacy has 
a positive effect on flow” (p. 17).

Additionally, the optimism component of PsyCap is an explanatory style that 
attributes positive events to personal, permanent, and pervasive causes and interprets 
negative events in terms of external, temporary, and situation-specific factors. This 
is similar to Csikszentmihaly’s (1975, 1990) definition of internal locus of control, 
which is an integral component of flow. The link between teachers’ optimism and 
work-related flow was explored by Beard and Hoy (2010) , and optimism was found 
to be positively associated with multi-faceted indicators of flow. Although resilience 
in the context of flow has not been explored yet, some lead hints that the potential 
for failure is one of the ingredients of flow (Sawyer, 2007). According to Hektner 
et al. (2007) , in flow experience, people are so involved in an activity that nothing 
else seems to matter as the experience is so enjoyable that people will continue to 
do it even at a great cost. Therefore, in flow state, people may experience some dif-
ficulties while performing some tasks, and there can also be some fear of failure, and 
therefore, more resilient people are likely to experience more flow experiences as 
compared to their low counterparts.

The association between PsyCap and flow have also been tested empirically in the 
recent past. For example, a study by Pompuang et al. (2019) concluded that flow at 
work of teachers was directly impacted by PsyCap, job resources, and work engage-
ment. Zubair and Kamal (2015) found that PsyCap and work-related flow were sig-
nificantly and positively associated and both PsyCap and flow predicted employee 
creativity. Kawalya et  al. (2019) investigated flow as a mediator between PsyCap 
and workplace happiness. The findings show that flow mediated the link between 
the two, and when flow was  incorporated in the model, the explanatory power of 
psychological capital on work happiness increased by 13.7%. PsyCap is a personal 
resource that has the potential to rejuvenate individuals by facilitating their rapid 
recovery from previous failures, allowing them to be more devoted, focused, and 
deeply involved in their tasks (Adil et al., 2019) .

The description presented so far provided some background to justify the inclu-
sion of flow as the next PsyCap. It is evident that flow not only meets the criteria of 
being included in PsyCap but also shares conceptual boundaries with the other four 
PsyCap constructs. Therefore, the proposed research aims to test:

H2: Can flow be added as the next dimension of PsyCap?

Counterproductive Work Behaviour (CWB)

In this study, CWB was used as an outcome variable for PsyCap and flow. Although 
PsyCap relates to a variety of outcome variables, including work satisfaction and 
performance (Avey et  al., 2011; Newman et  al., 2014), negative employee conse-
quences have historically been a neglected area of PsyCap research (Newman et al., 
2014). In an organization, CWBs can present in a variety of ways. Several examples 
include spreading negative rumours, harassing coworkers, jeopardizing the work of 
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other personnel, purposefully refusing to follow instructions, and withholding criti-
cal information from others, all of which can have a detrimental effect on organiza-
tions in a variety of ways. Bennett and Robinson (2000) characterized CWBs as vol-
untary behaviour by organizational members that breaches significant organizational 
norms, hence jeopardizing the organization’s and/or members’ well-being.

In today’s organizational context, reorganization of the organizations is the 
norm, resulting in significant stress for individuals (Contreras & Gonzalez, 2021). 
Organizational stress (De Clercq et  al., 2019), unethical organizational practices 
(De Clercq et  al., 2021), violation of psychological contract (Hoobler & Brass, 
2006; Rousseau, 1989), and authoritarian leadership styles (Aryee et  al., 2007) 
are positively associated with CWB. PsyCap can alleviate the detrimental effects 
of these adverse work conditions, as a negative association has been established 
between PsyCap, stress, and anxiety (Avey et  al., 2009), and hence can act as a 
buffer against CWB. According to certain studies, there is a negative correlation 
between PsyCap and CWB (e.g. Avey et al., 2011; Raaghul, 2014). Therefore, the 
present research aims to expand this literature further by testing the relationships 
between the original PsyCap and flow and CWB in a non-Western culture; thus it is 
hypothesized that:

H3: PsyCap will be negatively related to CWB.
H4: Flow will be negatively related to CWB.

The Present Research

As stated above, there are two major aims (and the corresponding 4 hypotheses) of 
the current study. Two independent studies were conducted to meet the aims of the 
study. Study 1 was conducted to test the factor structure as well as clear-cut dimen-
sionality of PCQ-24 in the Indian context. Study 2 aimed at examining the possibil-
ity of inclusion of flow as the fifth PsyCap.

Study 1

Sample

A sample comprising 906 employees from various service industries was taken for 
the present study. The sample belonged to the information technology (IT), infor-
mation technology enabled services (ITES), banks, insurance companies, etc. from 
the National Capital Region of Delhi, India. The average age of the participants 
was 27.54 years in the age bracket of 22–45 years. There were 622 female and 384 
male participants. In terms of the educational background of the sample, there were 
250 graduates, 400 post graduates, and 256 professionals primarily from manage-
ment and engineering background. The participants had 2 to 18 years of experi-
ence, and the mean experience was found to be 8.24 years. Sample size estimation 
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for factor analysis is a tricky idea as there are many conditions which need to be 
considered before arriving at an accepted sample size (Field, 2013; Hair et  al., 
2014). Field (2013) has quoted many researches on this. For example, Comrey and 
Lee (1992) considered 300 as a good sample size, 100 as poor, and 1000 as excel-
lent. Therefore, the sample size of 906 of the current research is sufficient to get 
dependable results.

Measures

PCQ-24 (Luthans Avolio, & Avey, 2007; Luthans et  al., 2007; Luthans, Youssef, 
et al., 2007) was used to measure PsyCap. In the present study, the original PCQ-
24 (English version) was used. It comprised 24 items, 6 each for the four constructs 
of self-efficacy, hope, resilience, and optimism. The items have to be scored on a 
6-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). Sample 
items included,” I feel confident analyzing a long term problem to find a solution” 
and “I usually manage difficulties one way or another at work”. A higher score indi-
cates a high score as compared to a low score. Cronbach’s alphas for self-efficacy, 
hope, resilience, and optimism were found to be 0.86, 0.84, 0.70, and 0.66, respec-
tively (for 6 items each).

Analytical Plan

Data were first tested for outliers and normality. No outliers were found in the 
data. There were six missing data, and they were replaced with series mean. The 
skewness and kurtosis for all the items were within the accepted range of ± 2 
indicating normality of data. Furthermore, PCQ-24 is a self-reported meas-
ure; therefore, all the 24 items were loaded on a single factor as per Harman’s 
test requirement to check the common method variance error. The single factor 
explained 33.76% of the variance which is below the 50% criteria indicating that 
data do not suffer from common method variance. After the initial screening, 
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run in AMOS 24 and confirmatory bifac-
tor analysis (CBA) was run in Mplus-6, to check the factor structure of PCQ-24. 
CFA was a suitable statistical procedure as suggested by Hair et al. (2014) that 
the “researcher must specify both the number of factors that exist for a set of 
variables and which factor each variable will load on before results can be com-
puted” (p-660). As presented under the “Measures” section, we were fully aware 
that there are 4 factors in PCQ-24 and which of the six items were to be loaded 
on which of the four dimensions of PsyCap. Moreover, CBA was used as it is 
the only way to test the clear-cut dimensionality of a construct as it allows items 
of a construct (e.g. PsyCap) to be simultaneously loaded on a single construct 
(second-order; PsyCap) and also on the various dimensions of the construct (four 
dimensions of PsyCap; i.e. HERO) to get the insight as to how to conceptualize 
PsyCap clearly (Hyland, 2015).
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Results

Confirmatory Factor Analysis

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with AMOS 24 maximum likelihood proce-
dure was conducted to examine the construct validity of the four-factor structure 
of PsyCap.

As is evident from Table 1 that the original 24-item measure of PCQ (model 
1) produced an inadequate fit, therefore removing problematic items was the 
next logical step based on factor loadings. The modification index and poor 
factor loadings were used as the criteria to delete the poor items one by one. 
The modification index for the three deleted items ranged from 198.02 to 
16.86, and the corresponding parameter changes were from 0.424 to 0.159, 
respectively. Moreover, the factor loadings of the problematic items ranged 
from 0.088 to 0.218. Item 23 (Optimism), i.e. “In this job, things never work 
out the way I want them to”  had a poor factor loading of 0.088 which was 
deleted, and CFA was run again. The resultant, model 2 showed the fit indices, 
but not much improvement was observed in the model. Further, Item 13 (Resil-
ience) “When I have a setback at work, I have trouble recovering from it, mov-
ing on” had a poor factor loading of 0.132, and therefore it was deleted, then 
running CFA again. However, model 3 also did not show acceptable fit indices. 
Consequently, Item 20 (Optimism), i.e.  “If something can go wrong for me 
work-wise, it will” was having a poor factor loading of 0.218; therefore, it was 
removed as well. As it is evident from Table 1 the fit indices were found to be 
in the acceptable category (Byrne, 1998; MacCallum et al., 1996). Moreover, 
the Chi-square difference between model 1 and model 2 was 276.27 (p < 0.01), 
between model 2 and model 3 was 113.36 (p < 0.01), and finally between 
models 3 and 4 was found to be 85.12 (p < 0.01). All of these Chi-square dif-
ferences were significant, indicating that there is significant improvement of 
model 2 over model 1, model 3 over model 2, and finally model 4 over model 
3. Cronbach’s alphas for the revised scale having 5 items for resilience, 4 items 
for optimism, and 6 items each for self-efficacy and hope were found to be 
0.78, 0.75, 0.86, and 0.84, respectively.

Table 1   Model fit indices for PsyCap (four-factor model)

Model χ2 df p χ2/df GFI CFI TLI RMSEA

Model 1 (24 items) 1264.635 246  < .01 5.141 .891 .879 .865 .068
Model 2 (Deleting Optimism 23) 988.365 224  < .01 4.412 .911 .907 .895 .061
Model 3 (Deleting Resilience 13) 875.006 203  < .01 4.310 .916 .917 .905 .060
Model 4 (Deleting Optimism 20) 789.854 183  < .01 4.316 .921 .924 .913 .061
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PsyCap as a Second‑Order Construct

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with AMOS 24 maximum likelihood was 
again run to examine PsyCap as a higher-order construct with the following fit 
indices.

It is evident from the fit indices given in Table 2 that 21 items PCQ-24 can also 
be considered as a higher-order construct.

Confirmatory Bifactor Analysis (CBA)

A confirmatory bifactor analysis (CBA) in Mplus-6 was conducted wherein all 21 
items were simultaneously loaded on a single construct (PsyCap) and on its four fac-
tors (self-efficacy, hope, resilience, and optimism) to ascertain the dimensionality of 
the construct. CBA enables researchers to test the dimensionality of the measures and 
produces several fit indices, which can be used to estimate the goodness of the model.

As can be seen in Table 3, all the model fit indices were in the acceptable range, 
as prescribed by the researchers (Byrne, 1998; MacCallum et al., 1996). Table 4 fur-
ther reveals that all the items have loaded more strongly on the second-order con-
struct of PsyCap as compared to the first-order dimensions of self-efficacy, hope, 
resilience, and optimism. Therefore, it can be safely concluded that PsyCap as a 
composite construct better accounts for the variance in the items as compared to the 
four first-order dimensions.

Study 2

Sample

A sample comprising 302 employees from various public and private sector organi-
zations across various sectors in the National Capital Region of Delhi, India, have 
participated in the study. There were 221 males and 81 females in the sample. The 
participants were in the age brackets of 20–65 years, and the mean age was found to 
be 26.0 years. 120 participants had education up to graduation, 95 had education up 
to post graduation, 80 of the respondents have professional degrees (engineering, 
MBAs, law, etc.), and the remaining 7 did not disclose their educational background. 

Table 2   Model Fit indices 
for PsyCap as a second-order 
construct (CFA)

χ2 df p χ2/df GFI CFI TLI RMSEA

810.436 185  < .001 4.381 .918 .922 .911 .061

Table 3   Model Fit indices 
for PsyCap as a second-order 
construct (CBA)

χ2 df p χ2/df CFI TLI RMSEA

461.51 168  < .001 2.74 .95 .93 .04



278	 Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293

1 3

Sample size estimation was done with the help of G*Power version 3.1.9.4 software 
(Faul et al., 2007). To detect a medium effect (f2 = 0.15) with 80% power while using 
a hierarchical multiple regression (fixed model and R2 change) at an alpha of 0.05. 
The estimated sample size was found to be 129; therefore, the actual sample size 
(N = 302) is adequate to test the hypotheses of the study.

Measures

PCQ‑24

PCQ-24 (Luthans Avolio, & Avey, 2007; Luthans et  al., 2007; Luthans, Youssef, 
et al., 2007) was used to measure PsyCap. Based on the findings of Study 1, only 
21 items have been used in Study 2. Resilience was measured by 5 items, while 
optimism was assessed by 4 items only. Self-efficacy and hope were measured with 
the help of 6 items each. Cronbach’s alphas for self-efficacy, hope, resilience, and 
optimism were found to be 0.78, 0.83, 0.74, and 0.71, respectively.

Table 4   Factor loadings on 
PsyCap as second-order and on 
its four first-order dimensions

Item Factor loadings on 
PsyCap total

Factor loadings on Self 
Efficacy

SE1 .60   .49
SE2 .63   .63
SE3 .59   .48
SE4 .59   .45
SE5 .57   .04
SE6 .64   .11

Factor loadings on hope
HOPE7 .61   .06
HOPE8 .67   .25
HOPE9 .62   .33
HOPE10 .53   .37
HOPE11 .65   .43
HOPE12 .64   .31

Factor loadings on resilience
RES14 .49   .35
RES15 .51   .31
RES16 .51   .40
RES17 .60   .39
RES18 .65   .22

Factor loadings on optimism
OPT19 .44   .38
OPT21 .45   .64
OPT22 .51   .59
OPT24 .35   .36
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Flow Scale

Work-Related Flow Inventory (Bakker, 2008) was used to measure flow. There are thir-
teen items in WOLF encompassing absorption (4 items), work enjoyment (4 items), 
and intrinsic work motivation (5 items). However, there is evidence that flow can be 
measured as a whole as well to get an overall score (Bakker & van Woerkom, 2017). 
Some of the sample items included “My job makes me feel good” and “I get carried 
away by my work”. The responses range from never (1) to always (7) for each question, 
and a higher score indicates a high amount of flow. Cronbach’s alpha was found to be 
0.894 on the current sample.

Counterproductive Work Behaviour (CWB)

CWB was assessed by the 10-item questionnaire developed by Spector et al. (2010). 
Responses can be captured on a 5-point Likert scale from never (1) to every day (5). 
A higher score indicated more presence of CWB among the respondents. Sample 
items included “Purposely wasted your employer’s materials/supplies” and “Com-
plained about insignificant things at work”. Cronbach’s alpha on the current sample 
was found to be 0.891.

Analytical Plan

Data were first tested for outliers and normality. Obtained data were analysed 
in IBM-SPSS version 22. There were no outliers in the data. There were four 
missing data and they were replaced with series mean. The skewness and kur-
tosis for all the items were within the accepted range of ± 2 indicating normal-
ity of data. As all the scales were self-reported, the data might have suffered 
from common method variance error. Therefore, all the items were loaded on 
a single factor as per Harman’s test requirement to check the common method 
variance error. The single factor explained 38.06% of the variance which is 
below the 50% criteria indicating that data do not suffer from common method 
variance. Descriptive statistics such as means, standard deviations, and Pear-
son product–moment correlation were obtained. Moreover, a three-step hierar-
chical multiple regression model has been used to test the stated hypotheses. 
Demographic variables (age and gender) were regressed in model 1. PsyCap 
and flow were entered one by one in model 2 and model 3, respectively, to 
get the step-by-step increments in criteria variable (CWB). According to Kline 
(2011), sometimes demographic variables are entered at the first step of hier-
archical regression and then psychological variable of interest are entered 
in a step-by-step order. Kline (2011) further opined that “this order not only 
controls for the demographic variables but also permits evaluation of the pre-
dictive power of the psychological variable, over and beyond that of simple 
demographic variables.” (p- 27).
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Results

The above descriptive table reveals that participants scored high on all four dimen-
sions of PsyCap and flow. However, CWB was scored low by the respondents. Cor-
relation results in Table  5 show that all the components of PsyCap, namely self-
efficacy, hope, resilience, and optimism, exhibited significant positive associations 
with each other well as with the overall second-order construct of PsyCap. Moreo-
ver, flow shared moderate to high correlations with the four PsyCap constructs rang-
ing from 0.38 to 0.52. Flow also shared a very high correlation with PsyCap total 
(0.89). Additionally, all the four constructs of PsyCap, PsyCap total, and flow shared 
negative correlations (low to moderate) with CWB ranging from − 0.210 to − 0.410.

Hierarchical regression analysis was also run to test how original and expanded 
PsyCap would influence an outcome variable (CWB). The above table reveals that 
age is a negative predictor of CWB. PsyCap and flow total too predicted CWB in 
a negative direction. It is interesting to report that PsyCap has contributed signif-
icantly over and above the demographics in predicting CWB. Similarly, flow has 
been predicted significantly over and above PsyCap in predicting CWB. However, 
the effect size from model 1 to model 2 is 0.093 (small effect size) and also from 
model 2 to model 3 is 0.022 (small effect size).

Discussion

The present study is a modest attempt to address two of the neglected areas in PsyCap 
literature by examining PsyCap in a non-Western world and expanding the construct 
of PsyCap by conducting two independent studies. A scrutiny of the results in Table 1 
revealed that three of the deleted items (13, 20, and 23) to achieve a good model fit 
were negative items. Items 13 and 20 were found to be problematic by Görgens-Eker-
mans and Herbert (2013) in the South African context. In another South African study 
(Hansen et  al., 2015) , Item 20 was found to be problematic and removed after the 
factor analysis. Items 13 and 24 were found to be troublesome in one of the Indian 

Table 5   Descriptive and correlation analysis of study variables

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Variable Mean SD Self-Effi-
cacy

Hope Resilience Optimism PsyCap 
Total

Flow  CWB

Self-Effi-
cacy

30.87 3.97 - .68** .57** .48** .68** .38** -.20**

Hope 30.58 4.18 - .64** .68** .80** .52** -.41**
Resilience 24.38 3.77 - .61** .75** .49** -.21**
Optimism 20.27 2.97 - .78** .47* -.23**
PsyCap 117.77 14.17 - .89** -.29**
Flow 75.58 12.87 - -.21**
CWB 15.46 6.49 -
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studies that examined the factor structure of PCQ-24 (Sahoo & Sia, 2015). Items 13, 
20, and 23 were deleted in some other studies as well to get a good model fit (e.g. 
Imran & Shahnawaz, 2020; Dirzyte et al., 2021; and Abbasi et al., 2020). Negative 
items are generally included along with positive items in a scale to control acquies-
cence bias (Nunally, 1978; Baumgartner & Steenkamp, 2001). However, the effective-
ness of negative items to control response bias has been severely questioned (Sala-
zar, 2015) as many people have difficulty in cognitively processing negative items 
vis-à-vis positive items on the same scale (Sonderen et al., 2013). This would result 
in low item-total correlation (Roszkowski & Soven, 2010), and low-reliability coef-
ficients (Johnson et al., 2011). The reliability coefficients of resilience and optimism 
(in which there are negative items) were found to be low as compared to the other two 
constructs of PsyCap (Dawkins et al., 2013; Gooty et al., 2009). Even the results of 
the present study support this point. The reliability coefficients for resilience and opti-
mism in Study 1 (before deleting the 3 items during CFA) were 0.70, and 0.66, respec-
tively, which were low as compared to self-efficacy and hope. However, after deleting 
three negative items belonging to resilience and optimism, reliability coefficients rose 
to 0.78, and 0.75, respectively. Merritt (2012) also cautioned that positive and negative 
items of the same construct may load on two different constructs (positive items mak-
ing one construct while negative items making another construct). As Items 20 and 23 
are negative items, and there is evidence to suggest that optimism and pessimism are 
independent of each other (Kubzansky et al., 2004; Marshall & Lang, 1990) and thus 
form two different constructs. Similar kinds of results have also been found for the 
self-compassion scale (Neff, 2003). Positive and negative items of the self-compassion 
scale are loaded on two different factors (López et al., 2015; Kumlander et al., 2018). 
This indicates that positive and negative items, at times, do not represent the content 
domain of the same construct, and therefore it is also recommended to use the positive 
items only (Schriesheim & Eisenbach, 1995).

The results (Tables 2, 3, 4) clearly showed that PsyCap is indeed a higher-order 
construct as confirmatory bifactor analysis (Table 4) revealed that items have loaded 
more strongly on PsyCap as a whole than on its constituent four dimensions. The 
results imply that four PsyCap resources are interactive and synergistic, which many 
researchers have proposed (e.g. Luthans et al., 2007a; Avey et al., 2011), but which 
never got empirically tested. Therefore, it can now be safely concluded that the overall 
influence of PsyCap on the outcome variables shall be much more than the individual 
contribution of all the four resources (Luthans et  al., 2015).  Luthans et  al. (2015) 
have used Bandura’s (2001) social cognitive and agency theory to endorse PsyCap as 
a higher-order construct. They suggested that PsyCap’s constituents, namely, hope, 
self-efficacy, resilience, and optimism, share the essential aspects of Bandura’s agen-
tic perspective, i.e. a sense of agency, intentionality, and control that lead individu-
als to have a positive outlook, be motivated, and tenaciously pursue goals (Bandura, 
2006). Despite this theoretical lead, the debate of treating PsyCap as second-order 
or first-order got never settled (e.g. Dawkins et  al., 2013). One possible reason for 
this ambiguity is the use of EFA and CFA to test the factor structure of PsyCap by 
the researchers (the summary of review of literature in the Appendix [Tables 7 and 
8] at the end of the paper clearly show this trend). EFA and CFA are useful analy-
ses but the clear-cut dimensionality of any construct can only be established through 
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confirmatory bifactor analysis (CBA) (Hyland, 2015). To the best of our knowledge, 
none of the published research on PsyCap has used CBA. Results show that there is 
a common thread of agency and positivity which run through the four constructs and 
influence individual’s perception, emotion, and behaviour. The above discussion sup-
ports H1.

The present research also aimed at expanding the PsyCap construct by assessing the 
relationships of four PsyCap constructs, PsyCap as a whole with flow as a new com-
ponent. Correlation results in Table  5 showed that flow was strongly related to four 
PsyCap constructs (effect size being moderate to high). Correlation results showed that 
flow was related to PsyCap as a whole very strongly (r = 0.89), implying that flow and 
PsyCap total share 80% of the variance with each other. Correlation results suggest that 
flow and four PsyCap constructs share14% to 27% variance with each other. As pre-
sented at the beginning of the paper, agency and goal-setting are core components of 
hope, self-efficacy (Luthans et  al., 2007a), as well as flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). 
Moreover, the optimism of PsyCap and locus of control dimension of flow also share 
common conceptual boundaries. Flow experience facilitates goal achievement; how-
ever, there are always chances of failure (Sawyer, 2007) and therefore, resilience would 
help people to achieve goals despite hardships and potential to fail. The correlation 
results and the above explanation indicate that flow has overlapping conceptual bounda-
ries with other PsyCap constructs and also with overall PsyCap, hence can be included 
as the next dimension of PsyCap. To the best of our knowledge, the present results pro-
vide the first empirical evidence that flow can be included as the next PsyCap. There-
fore, the above discussion provides evidence to accept H2.

Correlation results in Table  5 also showed that four  PsyCap constructs, PsyCap 
total, and flow were negatively related to CWB, and all the correlation coefficients 
were  found to be significant. In the present day demanding and stressful work situ-
ation, CWB is a very common phenomenon (Vatankhah et al., 2017). According to 
Balducci et al. (2011) cognitive resources tend to have a negative influence on CWB. 
Hence, PsyCap as a positive cognitive resource will lead to an appraisal of work and 
context of work in a more positive manner (Luthans et  al., 2015), and therefore it 
would mitigate the effect of the negative work conditions (Avey et  al., 2009), lead-
ing employees not to engage in CWB. Therefore, all PsyCap constructs are negatively 
associated with CWB, thus supporting H3 and H4 of the present research.

Hierarchical regression analysis (Table 6) was also run to examine how PsyCap and 
flow would influence CWB. Before we entered our main variables (PsyCap and flow), 
demographics (age and gender) were regressed as predictors of CWB to evaluate the 
predictive power of psychological variables over demographic variables (Kline, 2011). 
The results reveal that age is a negative predictor of CWB. However, PsyCap and flow 
contributed significantly to CWB in the next two models. PsyCap contributed signifi-
cantly over demographics (though with low effect size) and flow over PsyCap (low 
effect size again), respectively. As already discussed above, PsyCap (and therefore 
flow too) would result in the positive appraisal of work and work-related contextual 
factors (Avey et  al., 2009), thus mitigating the influence of stressors, and therefore, 
employees would not indulge in CWB if they are high on PsyCap and flow. Thus, flow 
has also behaved similarly in predicting CWB as PsyCap, thus providing more evi-
dence of it being the next possible component of PsyCap.
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Conclusion, Limitations, and Future Directions

The present research aimed to address two of the unexplored areas in PsyCap literature, 
(i) exploring PsyCap in a non-Western country and (ii) expanding the construct of Psy-
Cap by conducting two independent studies. Study 1 results clearly showed that PsyCap 
is indeed a higher-order construct and therefore it should be treated like this only. It also 
implied that whole is more than the sum of its parts and therefore, PsyCap constructs 
synergistically work together to create a bigger impact than the contribution of individual 
components of PsyCap. This is a unique contribution of the present research. Study 2 
provided preliminary evidence (both conceptually and empirically) that flow can be the 
next component of PsyCap. The results of Study 2 also provided some more evidence that 
PsyCap along with flow can check 15% of the variance in CWB. This is again a unique 
contribution of the present research.

Despite the unique contributions of the present research, it also suffers from some 
limitations, which can be taken up the future researchers. The study employed a cross-
sectional research design and therefore causal inference cannot be drawn. Data were 
collected through self-rated measures and may suffer from common method biases 
even though Herman’s single factor results suggested that the data do not suffer from 
it. Therefore, future researchers should use other methods of data collection, such 
as supervisory ratings, peer ratings, or even qualitative methods. The sample size of 
Study 2 was relatively small (N = 302), although adequate as compared to Study 1 
(N = 906); therefore, the inclusion of flow as the next component of PsyCap should 
be taken cautiously. Future researchers should assess the inclusion of flow with a rela-
tively larger sample, and in diverse cultural context as well, as the current study is 
based on Indian sample only. Moreover, CWB has been used as the only criterion vari-
able, and therefore, future researchers may take other measures of performance as per-
formance is a multi-faceted construct. Lastly, only direct relationships (correlation and 
regression) between predictors (PsyCap and flow) and CWB (criterion variable) have 
been explored in the current research, and therefore, future researchers may take up 
boundary conditions (moderator) and the pathways (mediators) to further strengthen 
the PsyCap literature.

Table 6   Hierarchical regression analysis (CWB as the criterion variable with respect to three models 
(demographics, PsyCap, and flow respectively)

Model Variable B SE β t p R R2 ΔR2

1 F (2,297) = 7.665 (p = .001) .222 .049 .081
Age  − .123 .034  − .204 3.603  < .001
Gender  − 1.494 .830  − .102  − 1.800 .073

2 F (3,296) = 14.787 (p < .001) .361 .130 .035
PsyCap  − .084 .016  − .290 5.259  < .001

*Effect size = .093 (Models 1–2)
3 F (4, 295) = 12.895 (p < .001) .386 .149 .018

Flow  − .159 .034  − .547 4.745  < .001
*Effect size = .022 (Models 2–3)



284	 Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293

1 3

A
pp

en
di

x

Ta
bl

e 
7  

R
ep

re
se

nt
at

io
n 

of
 so

m
e 

of
 th

e 
PC

Q
-2

4 
re

se
ar

ch
 fr

om
 th

e 
W

es
te

rn
 W

or
ld

W
es

te
rn

 sa
m

pl
e

A
ut

ho
r(

s)
Ye

ar
 o

f p
ub

lic
at

io
n

Sa
m

pl
e

St
at

ist
ic

al
 

Te
ch

ni
qu

e
us

ed

Fa
ct

or
 S

tru
ct

ur
e

Re
su

lts
M

od
el

 F
it 

In
di

ce
s

Lu
th

an
s, 

A
vo

lio
, A

ve
y 

&
 N

or
m

an
20

07
St

ud
y 

1:
 1

67
 m

an
ag

em
en

t s
tu

de
nt

s
St

ud
y 

2:
 fo

r h
ig

h-
te

ch
 m

an
uf

ac
tu

rin
g

sa
m

pl
e 

11
2 

En
gi

ne
er

s
St

ud
y 

2:
 fo

r s
er

vi
ce

 sa
m

pl
e:

 1
44

em
pl

oy
ee

s

C
FA

H
ig

he
r O

rd
er

χ
2 =

 75
4.

1,
 d

f =
 23

8,
 S

R
M

R
 =

 .0
56

,
R

M
SE

A
 =

 .0
48

, C
FI

 =
 .9

24

A
ve

y,
 W

er
ns

in
g 

&
 L

ut
ha

ns
20

08
U

SA
, 1

32
 w

or
ki

ng
 a

du
lts

C
FA

H
ig

he
r O

rd
er

C
FI

 =
 .9

3 
R

M
SE

A
 =

 .0
7

 L
ut

ha
ns

, N
or

m
an

. A
vo

lio
, &

 A
ve

y
20

08
St

ud
y 

1:
 4

04
 m

an
ag

em
en

t s
tu

de
nt

s
St

ud
y 

2:
 1

63
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s
C

FA
H

ig
he

r O
rd

er
χ

2 
(2

46
) =

 15
32

.8
4,

 C
FI

 =
 .9

7,
R

M
SE

A
 =

 .0
8,

 S
R

M
R

 =
 .0

1
G

oo
ty

, G
av

in
, J

oh
ns

on
 &

 S
no

w
20

09
25

3 
ba

nd
 m

em
be

rs
 o

f a
 m

ar
ch

in
g 

ba
nd

C
FA

H
ig

he
r O

rd
er

χ
2 =

 55
3.

93
, d

f =
 18

5,
 p

 <
 .0

5,
 C

FI
 =

 
.9

5,
 S

R
M

R
 =

 .0
7

A
ve

y,
 L

ut
ha

ns
 &

 Y
ou

ss
ef

20
10

U
SA

, 3
36

 e
m

pl
oy

ee
s

C
FA

H
ig

he
r O

rd
er

SR
M

R
 =

 .0
5,

 R
M

SE
A

 =
 .0

5,
 C

FI
 =

 .9
6

Lu
th

an
s, 

A
ve

y,
 A

vo
lio

 &
 P

et
er

so
n

20
10

U
SA

, 8
0 

M
an

ag
er

s
C

FA
H

ig
he

r O
rd

er
χ2

 =
 40

1.
88

, d
f =

 22
8,

 R
M

SE
A 

=
 0.

05
 

C
FI

 =
 0.

91
, S

RM
R 

=
 0.

05
A

nt
un

es
, C

ae
ta

no
 &

 P
in

a 
e 

C
un

ha
20

17
Po

rtu
ga

l, 
Sa

m
pl

e 
1:

 5
42

 e
m

pl
oy

ee
s

fro
m

 th
e 

Po
rtu

gu
es

e 
w

or
kf

or
ce

Sa
m

pl
e 

2:
 1

15
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s

C
FA

Fi
ve

-F
ac

to
r

m
od

el
χ2

 =
 57

8.
94

, ×
 2/

df
 =

 2.
37

, C
FI

 =
 O

.9
2,

 
G

FI
 =

 0.
92

, R
M

SE
A

 =
 0.

05

Pe
te

rs
on

, L
ut

ha
ns

, A
vo

lio
, 

W
al

um
bw

a 
&

 Z
ha

ng
20

11
U

SA
,

17
9 

em
pl

oy
ee

s
C

FA
Fo

ur
- f

ac
to

r
m

od
el

3 
C

FA
s w

er
e 

co
nd

uc
te

d 
at

 3
 d

iff
er

en
t t

im
e 

po
in

ts
A

ve
ra

ge
 C

FI
 =

 1.
00

, a
ve

ra
ge

 T
LI

 =
 1.

00
, 

R
M

SE
A

 ra
ng

ed
 fr

om
 0

.0
5 

to
 0

.0
7,

 a
nd

 
av

er
ag

e 
SR

M
R

 =
 0.

00
)

Re
go

, L
ea

l, 
So

us
a 

&
 C

un
ha

20
10

Po
rtu

ga
l,

27
8 

ci
vi

l s
er

va
nt

s
C

FA
Fi

ve
 fa

ct
or

-m
od

el
 ×

 2/
df

 =
 2.

2,
 R

M
SE

A
 =

 0.
07

, G
FI

 =
 0.

90
,

C
FI

 =
 0.

89
,

C
id

, M
ar

tin
s, 

D
ia

s, 
&

 F
id

el
is

20
20

B
ra

zi
l, 

74
9 

em
pl

oy
ee

s
C

FA
H

ig
he

r O
rd

er
 ×

 2/
df

 =
 2.

67
, C

FI
 =

 0.
90

, R
M

SE
A

 =
 0.

04



285

1 3

Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293	

Ta
bl

e 
8  

R
ep

re
se

nt
at

io
n 

of
 so

m
e 

of
 th

e 
PC

Q
-2

4 
re

se
ar

ch
 fr

om
 th

e 
N

on
-W

es
te

rn
 W

or
ld

N
on

-W
es

te
rn

 S
am

pl
e

A
ut

ho
r(

s)
Ye

ar
 o

f
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n
Sa

m
pl

e
St

at
ist

ic
al

 
Te

ch
ni

qu
e

U
se

d

Fa
ct

or
 S

tru
ct

ur
e 

Re
su

lts
M

od
el

 F
it 

In
di

ce
s

D
u 

Pl
es

si
s a

nd
B

ar
kh

ui
ze

n
20

12
13

1 
m

em
be

rs
 o

f t
he

 S
ou

th
A

fr
ic

an
 B

oa
rd

 o
f P

eo
pl

e
Pr

ac
tic

e 
(S

A
B

PP
)

EF
A

A
 th

re
e-

fa
ct

or
 m

od
el

N
ot

 m
en

tio
ne

d

C
he

n 
&

 L
im

20
12

17
9 

re
tre

nc
he

d 
pr

of
es

si
on

al
s,

m
an

ag
er

s, 
ex

ec
ut

iv
es

, a
nd

te
ch

ni
ci

an
s

C
FA

A
fte

r d
ro

pp
in

g 
Re

si
lie

nc
e 

1 
an

d 
O

pt
im

is
m

2 
an

d 
5,

 th
e 

re
m

ai
ni

ng
 it

em
s l

oa
de

d
re

as
on

ab
ly

 w
el

l o
n 

th
ei

r l
at

en
t f

ac
to

rs

χ
2 

(1
70

, 1
79

) =
 29

0.
31

, p
 <

 .0
1,

 C
FI

 =
 

0.
95

, T
LI

 =
 0.

94
, R

M
SE

A
 =

 0.
06

, 
SR

M
R

 =
 0.

07
)

A
bb

as
,

R
aj

a,
D

ar
r &

B
ou

ck
en

oo
gh

e

20
12

Pa
ki

s t
an

,
23

7 
em

pl
oy

ee
s

C
FA

Re
su

lts
 y

ie
ld

ed
 a

 g
oo

d 
fit

 fo
r a

 la
te

nt
 si

ng
le

fa
ct

or
 m

od
el

χ
2 =

 10
2.

91
, d

f =
 52

; C
FI

 =
 .9

5,
 G

FI
 =

 .9
4,

 IF
I =

 .9
5,

 R
M

SE
A

 =
 .0

6)

G
ör

ge
ns

-
Ek

er
m

an
s &

H
er

be
rt

20
13

So
ut

h 
A

fr
ic

a,
 2

09
 e

m
pl

oy
ee

s
EF

A
 a

nd
 

C
FA

Fo
ur

-fa
ct

or
 m

od
el

 fi
tte

d 
th

e 
da

ta
 b

et
te

r
th

an
 th

e 
on

e-
fa

ct
or

 m
od

el
, h

ig
he

r m
od

el
co

ul
d 

no
t b

e 
te

ste
d 

du
e 

to
 o

pe
ra

tio
na

l
is

su
es

p <
 0.

05
; N

N
FI

 =
 0.

96
; C

FI
 =

 0.
98

;
SR

M
R

 =
 0.

05
 a

nd
 R

M
SE

A
 =

 0.
06

)

W
an

g,
 S

ui
,

Lu
th

an
s, 

W
an

g
&

 W
u

20
14

C
hi

na
,

49
 le

ad
er

s a
nd

 7
94

 o
f t

he
ir

fo
llo

w
er

s

C
FA

H
ig

he
r O

rd
er

χ
2 =

 52
8.

89
, /

df
(9

8)
 =

 5.
40

, C
FI

 =
 .9

5,
R

M
SE

A
 =

 .0
7

Sa
ho

o 
&

 S
ia

20
15

In
di

a,
27

6 
em

pl
oy

ee
s

C
FA

3-
fa

ct
or

 m
od

el
χ

2 =
 35

4.
74

,d
f =

 13
5,

GF
I =

 0.
87

,N
FI

 =
 0.

89
,C

FI
 =

 0.
93

,R
M

SE
A

 =
 

0.0
8

Im
ra

n 
&

Sh
ah

na
w

az
20

20
In

di
a,

 2
25

 e
m

pl
oy

ee
s

C
FA

H
ig

he
r-o

rd
er

 fa
ct

or
 st

ru
ct

ur
e 

fo
r t

he
 o

ve
ra

ll
Ps

yC
ap

 m
ea

su
re

 w
ith

 2
1 

ite
m

s
χ

2 =
 35

5.
53

3,
 d

f =
 18

5;
 C

FI
 =

 0.
93

1;
TL

I =
 0.

92
2 

an
d 

SR
M

R
 =

 0.
06

4
A

bb
as

i, 
K

am
al

&
 M

as
oo

d
20

20
Pa

ki
st

an
, 3

80
 sm

al
l b

us
in

es
s

en
tre

pr
en

eu
rs

C
FA

Fo
ur

 fa
ct

or
 m

od
el

 sh
ow

ed
 a

 b
et

te
r fi

t t
ha

n
th

e 
hi

gh
er

 o
rd

er
 st

ru
ct

ur
e

χ
2 =

 45
4.

58
 (1

83
), 

G
FI

 =
 .9

0,
 C

FI
 =

 .9
0,

 S
R

M
R

 =
 05

, 
R

M
SE

A
 =

 .0
6



286	 Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293

1 3

Ta
bl

e 
8  

(c
on

tin
ue

d)

N
on

-W
es

te
rn

 S
am

pl
e

A
ut

ho
r(

s)
Ye

ar
 o

f
pu

bl
ic

at
io

n
Sa

m
pl

e
St

at
ist

ic
al

 
Te

ch
ni

qu
e

U
se

d

Fa
ct

or
 S

tru
ct

ur
e 

Re
su

lts
M

od
el

 F
it 

In
di

ce
s

U
pa

dh
ya

y 
&

K
um

ar
20

20
In

di
a,

 d
ya

ds
 o

f 7
0 

su
pe

rv
is

or
s

an
d 

28
0 

em
pl

oy
ee

s
C

FA
Re

su
lts

 in
di

ca
te

d 
an

 u
ns

at
is

fa
ct

or
y 

m
od

el
 

fit
 w

he
n 

Ps
yC

ap
 it

em
s w

er
e 

lo
ad

ed
 o

nt
o 

a 
si

ng
le

 fa
ct

or

Δ
χ2

 =
 0.

88
; p

 =
 0.

41
, R

M
SE

A
 =

 0.
06

, 
G

FI
 =

 0.
91

, C
FI

 =
 0.

93
,

R
FI

 =
 0.

91
D

irz
yt

e,
Pe

rm
in

as
, &

B
ili

un
ie

ne

20
21

Li
th

ua
ni

a,
 2

00
3 

em
pl

oy
ee

s
EF

A
 a

nd
 

C
FA

H
ig

he
r o

rd
er

 fa
ct

or
 st

ru
ct

ur
e 

w
as

 c
on

fir
m

ed
 

af
te

r d
ro

pp
in

g 
th

e 
th

re
e

ne
ga

tiv
el

y 
w

or
de

d 
ite

m
s

χ
2 =

 23
05

.3
83

; d
f =

 18
5;

 
R

M
SE

A
 =

 0.
07

7,
 S

R
M

R
 =

 0.
04

50



287

1 3

Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293	

Funding  The research is funded by the grant received by the corresponding (MGS) and the last (MO) 
authors from ICSSR, MHRD, Govt. of India.

Data Availability  The data generated during and/or analysed during the current study are available from 
the corresponding author on reasonable request. Correspondence concerning this article should be 
addressed to mgshahnawaz@gmail.com.

Declarations 

Consent to Participate  All procedures followed were following the ethical standards of the responsible 
committee on human experimentation (institutional and national) and with the Helsinki Declaration of 
1975, as revised in 2000 (5). Informed consent was obtained from all participants for participation in the 
study. The participant has consented to the submission of the case report to the journal.

Conflict of Interest  The authors declare no competing interests.

References

Abbas, M., Raja, U., Darr, W., & Bouckenooghe, D. (2012). Combined effects of perceived politics and 
psychological capital on job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and performance. Journal of Man-
agement, 40(7), 1813–1830. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01492​06312​455243

Abbasi, S., Kamal, A., & Masood, S. (2020). Translation and validation of psychological capital ques-
tionnaire. Pakistan Journal of Psychological Research, 35(1), 209–225. https://​doi.​org/​10.​33824/​
pjpr.​2020.​35.1.​12

Adil, A., Ameer, S., & Ghayas, S. (2019). Impact of academic psychological capital on academic achieve-
ment among university undergraduates: Roles of flow and self-handicapping behavior. PsyCh 
Journal, 9(1), 56–66. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​pchj.​318

Ahmad, J., Athar, M. R., Azam, R. I., Hamstra, M. R. W., & Hanif, M. (2019). A resource perspective 
on abusive supervision and extra-role behaviors: The role of subordinates’ psychological capital. 
Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 26(1), 73–86. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​15480​
51818​767391

Antunes, A. C., Caetano, A., & Pina e Cunha, M. (2017). Reliability and construct validity of the Portu-
guese version of the psychological capital questionnaire. Psychological Reports, 120(3), 520–536. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00332​94116​686742

Aryee, S., Chen, Z. X., Sun, L. Y., & Debrah, Y. A. (2007). Antecedents and outcomes of abusive super-
vision: Test of a trickle-down model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92(1), 191–201. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1037/​0021-​9010.​92.1.​191

Asakawa, K. (2009). Flow experience, culture, and well-being: How do autotelic Japanese college stu-
dents feel, behave, and think in their daily lives? Journal of Happiness Studies, 11(2), 205–223. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10902-​008-​9132-3

Avey, J. B., Luthans, F., & Jensen, S. M. (2009). Psychological capital: A positive resource for com-
bating employee stress and turnover. Human Resource Management, 48(5), 677–693. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1002/​hrm.​20294

Avey, J. B., Luthans, F., & Youssef, C. M. (2010). The additive value of positive psychological capital 
in predicting work attitudes and behaviors. Journal of Management, 36(2), 430–452. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1177/​01492​06308​329961

Avey, J. B., Reichard, R. J., Luthans, F., & Mhatre, K. H. (2011). Meta-analysis of the impact of posi-
tive psychological capital on employee attitudes, behaviors, and performance. Human Resource 
Development Quarterly, 22(2), 127–152. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​hrdq.​20070

Avey, J. B., Wernsing, T. S., & Luthans, F. (2008). Can positive employees help positive organiza-
tional change? Impact of psychological capital and emotions on relevant attitudes and behav-
iors. Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 44(1), 48–70. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00218​86307​
311470

https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206312455243
https://doi.org/10.33824/pjpr.2020.35.1.12
https://doi.org/10.33824/pjpr.2020.35.1.12
https://doi.org/10.1002/pchj.318
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818767391
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051818767391
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294116686742
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.191
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.1.191
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-008-9132-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20294
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.20294
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308329961
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308329961
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.20070
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886307311470
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886307311470


288	 Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293

1 3

Bakker, A. B. (2005). Flow among music teachers and their students: The crossover of peak experi-
ences. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 66(1), 26–44. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jvb.​2003.​11.​001

Bakker, A. B. (2008). The work-related flow inventory: Construction and initial validation of the 
WOLF. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 72(3), 400–414. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jvb.​2007.​11.​
007

Bakker, A. B., & van Woerkom, M. (2017). Flow at work: A self-determination perspective. Occupa-
tional Health Science, 1(1–2), 47–65. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s41542-​017-​0003-3

Balducci, C., Schaufeli, W. B., & Fraccaroli, F. (2011). The job demands–resources model and counter-
productive work behaviour: The role of job-related affect. European Journal of Work and Organi-
zational Psychology, 20(4), 467–496. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13594​32100​36690​61

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. W H Freeman/Times Books/ Henry Holt & 
Co.

Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual Review of Psychology, 52, 
1–26. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1146/​annur​ev.​psych.​52.1.1

Bandura, A. (2006). Toward a psychology of human agency. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 1(2), 
164–180. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1745-​6916.​2006.​00011.x

Bandura, A., Freeman, W. H., & Lightsey, R. (1999). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. Journal of 
Cognitive Psychotherapy, 13(2), 158–166. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1891/​0889-​8391.​13.2.​158

Baumann, N. (2012). Autotelic personality. In S. Engeser (Ed.), Advances in flow research (pp. 165–186). 
New York, NY: Springer. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​978-1-​4614-​2359-1_9

Baumgartner, H., & Steenkamp, J. B. E. (2001). Response styles in marketing research: A cross-national 
investigation. Journal of Marketing Research, 38(2), 143–156. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1509/​jmkr.​38.2.​
143.​18840

Beard, K. S., & Hoy, W. K. (2010). The nature, meaning, and measure of teacher flow in elementary 
schools: A test of rival hypotheses. Educational Administration Quarterly, 46(3), 426–458. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00131​61x10​375294

Beck, L. A. (1992). Csikszentmihalyi, Mihaly. (1990). Flow: The psychology of optimal experience. 
Journal of Leisure Research, 24(1), 93–94. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00222​216.​1992.​11969​876

Bennett, R. J., & Robinson, S. L. (2000). Development of a measure of workplace deviance. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 85(3), 349–360. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0021-​9010.​85.3.​349

Bockorny, K. M. (2015). Psychological capital, courage, and entrepreneurial success (Doctoral disserta-
tion, Bellevue University).

Boffi, M., Riva, E., Rainisio, N., and Inghilleri, P. (2016). “Social psychology of flow: a situated frame-
work for optimal experience,” in Flow Experience: Empirical Research and Applications, eds L. 
Harmat, F. Andersen, F. Ullén, and G. Sadlo (Springer). https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​978-3-​319-​28634-
1_​14

Byrne, B.M. (1998). Structural equation modeling with Lisrel, Prelis, and Simplis: Basic concepts, appli-
cations, and programming (1st ed.). Psychology Press. https://​doi.​org/​10.​4324/​97802​03774​762

Carver, C. S., Pozo, C., Harris, S. D., Noriega, V., Scheier, M. F., Robinson, D. S., Ketcham, A. S., Mof-
fat, F. L., & Clark, K. C. (1993). How coping mediates the effect of optimism on distress: A study 
of women with early stage breast cancer. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65(2), 
375–390. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​3514.​65.2.​375

Chen, Y., Yu, X., & Huang, B. (2016). The Chinese version of work-related flow inventory (WOLF): 
An examination of reliability and validity. Proceedings of the 2016 International Conference on 
Humanities and Social Science. Published. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2991/​hss-​26.​2016.​94

Chen, D. J. Q., & Lim, V. K. G. (2012). Strength in adversity: The influence of psychological capital on 
job search. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33(6), 811–839. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​1814

Cid, D. T., Martins, M. D. C. F., Dias, M., & Fidelis, A. C. F. (2020). Psychological capital questionnaire 
(PCQ-24): Preliminary evidence of psychometric validity of the Brazilian version. Psico-USF, 
25(1), 63–74. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1590/​1413-​82712​02025​0106

De Clercq, D., Kundi, Y. M., Sardar, S., & Shahid, S. (2021). Perceived organizational injustice and 
counterproductive work behaviours: Mediated by organizational identification, moderated by dis-
cretionary human resource practices. Personnel Review, ahead-of(ahead-of-print). https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1108/​pr-​06-​2020-​0469

Contreras, S., & Gonzalez, J. A. (2021). Organizational change and work stress, attitudes, and cogni-
tive load utilization: A natural experiment in a university restructuring. Personnel Review, 50(1), 
264–284. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​pr-​06-​2018-​0231

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2003.11.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2007.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s41542-017-0003-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/13594321003669061
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6916.2006.00011.x
https://doi.org/10.1891/0889-8391.13.2.158
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-2359-1_9
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.38.2.143.18840
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.38.2.143.18840
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161x10375294
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013161x10375294
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222216.1992.11969876
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.3.349
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-28634-1_14
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-28634-1_14
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203774762
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.65.2.375
https://doi.org/10.2991/hss-26.2016.94
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1814
https://doi.org/10.1590/1413-82712020250106
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-06-2020-0469
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-06-2020-0469
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-06-2018-0231


289

1 3

Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293	

Csikszentmihalyi, M., & Csikszentmihalyi, I. S. (Eds.). (1988). Optimal experience: Psychological stud-
ies of flow in consciousness. Cambridge University Press.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1975). Beyond boredom and anxiety (The Jossey-Bass behavioral science series). 
Jossey-Bass.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1985). Reflections on enjoyment. Perspectives in Biology and Medicine, 28(4), 
489–497. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1353/​pbm.​1985.​0019

Csikszentmihályi, M. (1990). The domain of creativity. In M. A. Runco & R. S. Albert (Eds.), Theories 
of creativity (pp. 190–212). Sage Publications Inc.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1997). The masterminds series. The psychology of engagement with everyday life. 
Basic Books.

Csikszentmihalyi, M., & LeFevre, J. (1989). Optimal experience in work and leisure. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 56(5), 815–822. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​3514.​56.5.​815

Dawkins, S., Martin, A., Scott, J., & Sanderson, K. (2013). Building on the positives: A psychometric 
review and critical analysis of the construct of psychological capital. Journal of Occupational and 
Organizational Psychology, 86(3), 348–370. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​joop.​12007

De Clercq, D., Haq, I. U., & Azeem, M. U. (2019). Time-related work stress and counterproductive work 
behavior. Personnel Review, 48(7), 1756–1781. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​pr-​07-​2018-​0241

Dirzyte, A., Perminas, A., & Biliuniene, E. (2021). Psychometric properties of satisfaction with life scale 
(SWLS) and psychological capital questionnaire (PCQ-24) in the Lithuanian population. Interna-
tional Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 18(5), 2608. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​
ijerp​h1805​2608

Du Plessis, Y., & Barkhuizen, N. (2012). Psychological capital, a requisite for organisational performance 
in South Africa. South African Journal of Economic and Management Sciences, 15(1), 16–30. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​4102/​sajems.​v15i1.​122

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power analy-
sis program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Beh Res Methods., 39(2), 175–191. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​3758/​bf031​93146

Field, A. (2013). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS Statistics (4th ed.). Sage.
Fineman, S. (2006). On being positive: Concerns and counterpoints. The Academy of Management 

Review, 31(2), 270–291. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​20159​201
Fredrickson, B. L. (2001). The role of positive emotions in positive psychology: The broaden-and-build 

theory of positive emotions. American Psychologist, 56(3), 218–226. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0003-​
066x.​56.3.​218

Fullagar, C. J., & Kelloway, E. K. (2009). Flow at work: An experience sampling approach. Journal of 
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 82(3), 595–615. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1348/​09631​
7908x​357903

Geyser, I., Geldenhuys, M., & Crous, F. (2015). The dimensionality of the work related flow inventory 
(WOLF): A South African study. Journal of Psychology in Africa, 25(4), 282–287. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1080/​14330​237.​2015.​10780​84

Gooty, J., Gavin, M., Johnson, P. D., Frazier, M. L., & Snow, D. B. (2009). In the eyes of the beholder. 
Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, 15(4), 353–367. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​15480​
51809​332021

Görgens-Ekermans, G., & Herbert, M. (2013). Psychological capital: Internal and external validity of 
the Psychological Capital Questionnaire (PCQ-24) on a South African sample. SA Journal of 
Industrial Psychology, 39(2). https://​doi.​org/​10.​4102/​sajip.​v39i2.​1131

Hair, J., Black, W., Babin, B., & Anderson, R. (2014). Multivariate data analysis (7th ed.). Pearson 
Education Limited.

Hansen, A., Buitendach, J. H., & Kanengoni, H. (2015). Psychological capital, subjective well-being, 
burnout and job satisfaction amongst educators in the Umlazi region in South Africa. SA Jour-
nal of Human Resource Management, 13(1). https://​doi.​org/​10.​4102/​sajhrm.​v13i1.​621

Happell, B., Gaskin, C. J., & Platania-phung, C. (2014). The construct validity of the work-related 
flow inventory in a sample of Australian workers. The Journal of Psychology, 149(1), 42–62. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00223​980.​2013.​838539

Harris, D. J., Vine, S. J., & Wilson, M. R. (2017). Neurocognitive mechanisms of the flow state. Pro-
gress in Brain Research, 221–243. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​bs.​pbr.​2017.​06.​012

Hektner, J. M., Schmidt, J. A., & Csikszentmihalyi, M. (2007). Experience sampling method: Measur-
ing the quality of everyday life. Sage Publications, Inc.

https://doi.org/10.1353/pbm.1985.0019
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.56.5.815
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12007
https://doi.org/10.1108/pr-07-2018-0241
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18052608
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18052608
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajems.v15i1.122
https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03193146
https://doi.org/10.2307/20159201
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.56.3.218
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.56.3.218
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908x357903
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317908x357903
https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2015.1078084
https://doi.org/10.1080/14330237.2015.1078084
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051809332021
https://doi.org/10.1177/1548051809332021
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v39i2.1131
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v13i1.621
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2013.838539
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.pbr.2017.06.012


290	 Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293

1 3

Hobfoll, S. E. (2002). Social and psychological resources and adaptation. Review of General Psychol-
ogy, 6(4), 307–324. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​1089-​2680.6.​4.​307

Hobfoll, S. E., Halbesleben, J., Neveu, J. P., & Westman, M. (2018). Conservation of resources in 
the organizational context: The reality of resources and their consequences. Annual Review of 
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 5(1), 103–128. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1146/​annur​ev-​orgps​ych-​032117-​104640

Hofslett Kopperud, K., & Vivoll Straume, L. (2009). Flow – A positive experience. In M. Christensen 
(Ed.), Validation and test of central concepts in positive work and organizational psychology 
(pp. 30–39). Nordic Council of Ministers.

Hoobler, J. M., & Brass, D. J. (2006). Abusive supervision and family undermining as displaced 
aggression. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91(5), 1125–1133. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0021-​
9010.​91.5.​1125

Hyland, P. (2015). Application of bifactor models in criminal psychology research: A guide 
to researchers. Journal of Criminal Psychology, 5(2), 65–74. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​
jcp-​03-​2015-​0011

Imran, M., & Shahnawaz, M. G. (2020). PsyCap and performance: Wellbeing at work as a mediator. 
Asia-Pacific Journal of Management Research and Innovation, 16(2), 93–102. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1177/​23195​10x20​915999

Inghilleri, P. (1999). From subjective experience to cultural change. (E. Bartoli, Trans.). Cambridge 
University Press. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​CBO97​80511​571343

Johnson, J. M., Bristow, D. N., & Schneider, K. C. (2011). Did you not understand the question or 
Not? An investigation of negatively worded questions in survey research. Journal of Applied 
Business Research (JABR), 20(1). https://​doi.​org/​10.​19030/​jabr.​v20i1.​2197

Kawalya, C., Munene, J. C., Ntayi, J., Kagaari, J., Mafabi, S., & Kasekende, F. (2019). Psychological 
capital and happiness at the workplace: The mediating role of flow experience. Cogent Business 
& Management, 6(1), 1685060. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​23311​975.​2019.​16850​60

Kim, M., Oja, B. D., & Anagnostopoulos, C. (2021). An expanded psychological capital (A-HERO) 
construct for creativity: Building a competitive advantage for sport organisations. European 
Sport Management Quarterly, 1–23. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​16184​742.​2021.​19224​80

Kline, R. B. (2011). Principles and practice of structural equation modeling (3rd ed.). Guilford Press.
Kopperud, K. H., & Straume, L. V. (2009). Flow – A positive experience. In M. Christensen (Ed.), 

Validation and test of central concepts in positive work and organizational psychology (pp. 
30–39). Nordic Council of Ministers.

Kubzansky, L. D., Kubzansky, P. E., & Maselko, J. (2004). Optimism and pessimism in the context 
of health: Bipolar opposites or separate constructs? Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 
30(8), 943–956. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01461​67203​262086

Kumlander, S., Lahtinen, O., Turunen, T., & Salmivalli, C. (2018). Two is more valid than one, but 
is six even better? The factor structure of the Self-Compassion Scale (SCS). PLoS One, 13(12), 
e0207706. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​pone.​02077​06

López, A., Sanderman, R., Smink, A., Zhang, Y., van Sonderen, E., Ranchor, A., & Schroevers, M. 
J. (2015). A reconsideration of the self-compassion scale’s total score: Self-compassion versus 
self-criticism. PLoS One, 10(7), e0132940. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1371/​journ​al.​pone.​01329​40

Luthans, F., Avey, J. B., Avolio, B. J., Norman, S. M., & Combs, G. M. (2006). Psychological capital 
development: Toward a micro-intervention. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27(3), 387–393. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​373

Luthans, F., Avey, J. B., Avolio, B. J., & Peterson, S. J. (2010). The development and resulting perfor-
mance impact of positive psychological capital. Human Resource Development Quarterly, 21(1), 
41–67. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​hrdq.​20034

Luthans, F., Avolio, B. J., & Avey, J. B. (2007c). Psychological capital questionnaire. Mind Garden Inc.
Luthans, F., Avolio, B. J., Avey, J. B., & Norman, S. M. (2007a). Positive psychological capital: Measure-

ment and relationship with performance and satisfaction. Personnel Psychology, 60(3), 541–572. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1744-​6570.​2007.​00083.x

Luthans, F., Avolio, B., Walumbwa, F., & Li, W. (2005). The psychological capital of Chinese workers: 
Exploring the relationship with performance. Management and Organization Review, 1, 247–269.

Luthans, F., Luthans, K. W., & Luthans, B. C. (2004). Positive psychological capital: Beyond human and 
social capital. Business Horizons, 47(1), 45–50. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​bushor.​2003.​11.​007

https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.6.4.307
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104640
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1125
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.91.5.1125
https://doi.org/10.1108/jcp-03-2015-0011
https://doi.org/10.1108/jcp-03-2015-0011
https://doi.org/10.1177/2319510x20915999
https://doi.org/10.1177/2319510x20915999
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511571343
https://doi.org/10.19030/jabr.v20i1.2197
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2019.1685060
https://doi.org/10.1080/16184742.2021.1922480
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203262086
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0207706
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0132940
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.373
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.20034
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2007.00083.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bushor.2003.11.007


291

1 3

Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293	

Luthans, F., Norman, S. M., Avolio, B. J., & Avey, J. B. (2008). The mediating role of psychological 
capital in the supportive organizational climate-employee performance relationship. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 29(2), 219–238. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​507

Luthans, F., & Youssef, C. M. (2004). Human, social, and now positive psychological capital manage-
ment: Investing in people for competitive advantage. Organizational Dynamics, 33(2), 143–160. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​orgdyn.​2004.​01.​003

Luthans, F., & Youssef, C. M. (2007). Emerging positive organizational behavior. Journal of Manage-
ment, 33(3), 321–349. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01492​06307​300814

Luthans, F., Youssef, C. M., & Avolio, B. J. (2007b). Psychological capital: Developing the human com-
petitive edge. Oxford University Press.

Luthans, F., & Youssef-Morgan, C. M. (2017). Psychological capital: An evidence-based positive 
approach. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 4(1), 339–
366. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1146/​annur​ev-​orgps​ych-​032516-​113324

Luthans, F., Youssef-Morgan, C. M., & Avolio, B. (2015). Psychological capital and beyond. Oxford 
Univ. Press.

Luthans, K. W., Luthans, B. C., & Chaffin, T. D. (2018). Refining grit in academic performance: The 
mediational role of psychological capital. Journal of Management Education, 43(1), 35–61. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10525​62918​804282

MacCallum, R. C., Browne, M. W., & Sugawara, H. M. (1996). Power analysis and determination of sam-
ple size for covariance structure modeling. Psychological Methods, 1(2), 130–149. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1037/​1082-​989x.1.​2.​130

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition, emotion, and 
motivation. Psychological Review, 98(2), 224–253. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0033-​295x.​98.2.​224

Marshall, G. N., & Lang, E. L. (1990). Optimism, self-mastery, and symptoms of depression in women 
professionals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(1), 132–139. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1037/​0022-​3514.​59.1.​132

Martínez, I. M., Youssef-Morgan, C. M., Chambel, M. J., & Marques-Pinto, A. (2019). Antecedents of 
academic performance of university students: Academic engagement and psychological capital 
resources. Educational Psychology, 39(8), 1047–1067. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​01443​410.​2019.​
16233​82

Massimini, F., & Carli, M. (1988). The systematic assessment of flow in daily experience. In M. Csik-
szentmihalyi & I. S. Csikszentmihalyi (Eds.), Optimal experience: Psychological studies of flow in 
consciousness (pp. 266–287). Cambridge University Press.

Massimini, F., & Delle Fave, A. (2000). Individual development in a bio-cultural perspective. American 
Psychologist, 55(1), 24–33. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0003-​066X.​55.1.​24

Merritt, S. M. (2012). The two-factor solution to Allen and Meyer’s (1990) affective commitment scale: 
Effects of negatively worded items. Journal of Business and Psychology, 27, 421–436. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1007/​s10869-​011-​9252-3

Mesurado, B., Cristina Richaud, M., & José Mateo, N. (2016). Engagement, flow, self-efficacy, and eus-
tress of university students: A cross-national comparison between the Philippines and Argentina. 
The Journal of Psychology, 150(3), 281–299. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​00223​980.​2015.​10245​95

Neff, K. D. (2003). The development and validation of a scale to measure self-compassion. Self and Iden-
tity, 2(3), 223–250. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​15298​86030​9027

Newman, A., Ucbasaran, D., Zhu, F., & Hirst, G. (2014). Psychological capital: A review and synthe-
sis. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 35(S1), S120–S138. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​1916

Nolzen, N. (2018). The concept of psychological capital: A comprehensive review. Management 
Review Quarterly, 68(3), 237–277. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s11301-​018-​0138-6

Nunnally, J. C. (1978). An overview of psychological measurement. Clinical Diagnosis of Mental 
Disorders, 97–146https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​978-1-​4684-​2490-4_4

Oja, B. D., Kim, M., Perrewé, P. L., & Anagnostopoulos, C. (2019). Conceptualizing A-HERO for 
sport employees’ well-being. Sport, Business and Management: An International Journal, 9(4), 
363–380. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​SBM-​10-​2018-​0084

Parker, S. K. (1998). Enhancing role breadth self-efficacy: The roles of job enrichment and other 
organizational interventions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(6), 835–852. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1037/​0021-​9010.​83.6.​835

Peifer, C., Schönfeld, P., Wolters, G., Aust, F., & Margraf, J. (2020). Well done! Effects of positive 
feedback on perceived self-efficacy, flow and performance in a mental arithmetic task. Frontiers 
in Psychology, 11https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2020.​01008

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.507
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2004.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307300814
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113324
https://doi.org/10.1177/1052562918804282
https://doi.org/10.1177/1052562918804282
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989x.1.2.130
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989x.1.2.130
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.98.2.224
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.1.132
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.1.132
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2019.1623382
https://doi.org/10.1080/01443410.2019.1623382
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.24
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-011-9252-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-011-9252-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2015.1024595
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860309027
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1916
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-018-0138-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4684-2490-4_4
https://doi.org/10.1108/SBM-10-2018-0084
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.6.835
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.6.835
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.01008


292	 Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293

1 3

Peifer, C., and Engeser, S. (2021). “Theoretical integration and future lines of flow research,” in 
Advances in Flow Research, 2nd Edn, eds C. Peifer and S. Engeser (New York, NY: Springer), 
417–439. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​978-3-​030-​53468-4_​16

Peterson, S. J., Balthazard, P. A., Waldman, D. A., & Thatcher, R. W. (2008). Neuroscientific Implica-
tions of Psychological Capital. Organizational Dynamics, 37(4), 342–353. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​orgdyn.​2008.​07.​007

Peterson, S. J., Luthans, F., Avolio, B. J., Walumbwa, F. O., & Zhang, Z. (2011). Psychological capital 
and employee performance: A latent growth modeling approach. Personnel Psychology, 64(2), 
427–450. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1744-​6570.​2011.​01215.x

Pompuang, Leelapan, Buresuwan, Prompilai, Sarnswang, Sudarat & Lupanachokdee Warunee (2019). 
A causal model of psychological capital and Job resources, with work engagement as a media-
tor, affecting flow at work of teachers under the Secondary Educational Service Area 3 Office. 
PSAKU International Journal of Interdisciplinary Research, 8(1). https://​doi.​org/​10.​2139/​ssrn.​
33981​76

Ratner, C. (2000). A cultural-psychological analysis of emotions. Culture & Psychology, 6(1), 5–39. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​13540​67x00​61001

Rego, A., Marques, C., Leal, S., Sousa, F., & Pina e Cunha, M. (2010). Psychological capital and 
performance of Portuguese civil servants: Exploring neutralizers in the context of an appraisal 
system. The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 21(9), 1531–1552. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1080/​09585​192.​2010.​488459

Rego, A., Sousa, F., Marques, C., & Cunha, M. P. E. (2012). Authentic leadership promoting employ-
ees’ psychological capital and creativity. Journal of Business Research, 65(3), 429–437. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jbusr​es.​2011.​10.​003

Roche, M., Haar, J. M., & Luthans, F. (2014). The role of mindfulness and psychological capital on 
the well-being of leaders. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 19(4), 476–489. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0037​183

Roszkowski, M. J., & Soven, M. (2010). Shifting gears: Consequences of including two negatively 
worded items in the middle of a positively worded questionnaire. Assessment & Evaluation in 
Higher Education, 35(1), 117–134. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02602​93080​26183​44

Rousseau, D. M. (1989). Psychological and implied contracts in organizations. Employee Responsi-
bilities and Rights Journal, 2(2), 121–139. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​BF013​84942

Sahoo, B. C., & Sia, S. K. (2015). Psychological capital and organisational commitment: Nature, 
structure and relationship in an Indian sample. Asia-Pacific Journal of Management Research 
and Innovation, 11(3), 230–244. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​23195​10x15​588386

Salanova, M., Bakker, A. B., & Llorens, S. (2006). Flow at work: Evidence for an upward spiral of 
personal and organizational resources. Journal of Happiness Studies, 7(1), 1–22. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1007/​s10902-​005-​8854-8

Salazar, S. M. (2015). The dilemma of combining positive and negative items in scales. Psicothema, 
27(2), 192–200. https://​doi.​org/​10.​7334/​psico​thema​2014.​266

Sawyer, K. (2007). Group genius: The creative power of collaboration. Basic Books.
Scheier, M. F. (1988). Personality and health: Assessment and implications of generalized outcome 

expectancies Paper presented at the 96th Annual Convention of the American Psychological 
Association, Atlanta, GA.

Scheier, M. F., & Carver, C. S. (1985). Optimism, coping, and health: Assessment and implications of 
generalized outcome expectancies. Health Psychology, 4(3), 219–247. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
0278-​6133.4.​3.​219

Scheier, M. F., & Carver, C. S. (1992). Effects of optimism on psychological and physical well-being: 
Theoretical overview and empirical update. Cognitive Therapy and Research, 16(2), 201–228. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​bf011​73489

Scheier, M. F., Carver, C. S., & Bridges, M. W. (1994). Distinguishing optimism from neuroticism 
(and trait anxiety, self-mastery, and self-esteem): A reevaluation of the Life Orientation Test. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67(6), 1063–1078. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​
3514.​67.6.​1063

Schriesheim, C. A., & Eisenbach, R. J. (1995). An exploratory and confirmatory factor-analytic inves-
tigation of item wording effects on the obtained factor structures of survey questionnaire meas-
ures. Journal of Management, 21(6), 1177–1193. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01492​06395​02100​609

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-53468-4_16
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2008.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orgdyn.2008.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01215.x
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3398176
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3398176
https://doi.org/10.1177/1354067x0061001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2010.488459
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2010.488459
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037183
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037183
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602930802618344
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01384942
https://doi.org/10.1177/2319510x15588386
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-005-8854-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-005-8854-8
https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2014.266
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.4.3.219
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.4.3.219
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf01173489
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.6.1063
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.67.6.1063
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639502100609


293

1 3

Trends in Psychology (2024) 32:267–293	

Seligman, M. E. P. (1998). The prediction and prevention of depression. In D. K. Routh & R. J. DeR-
ubeis (Eds.), The science of clinical psychology: Accomplishments and future directions (pp. 
201–214). American Psychological Association. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​10280-​008

Snyder, C. R., Sympson, S. C., Ybasco, F. C., Borders, T. F., Babyak, M. A., & Higgins, R. L. (1996). 
Development and validation of the State Hope Scale. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 70(2), 321–335. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​0022-​3514.​70.2.​321

Sonderen, E. V., Sanderman, R., & Coyne, J. C. (2013). Correction: Ineffectiveness of reverse word-
ing of questionnaire items: Let’s learn from cows in the rain. PLoS One, 8(9). https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1371/​annot​ation/​af78b​324-​7b44-​4f89-​b932-​e851f​e04a8​e5

Spector, P. E., Bauer, J. A., & Fox, S. (2010). Measurement artifacts in the assessment of counterpro-
ductive work behavior and organizational citizenship behavior: Do we know what we think we 
know? Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(4), 781–790. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0019​477

Story, J. S. P., Youssef, C. M., Luthans, F., Barbuto, J. E., & Bovaird, J. (2013). Contagion effect of 
global leaders’ positive psychological capital on followers: Does distance and quality of rela-
tionship matter? The International Journal of Human Resource Management, 24(13), 2534–
2553. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​09585​192.​2012.​744338

Stratman, J. L., & Youssef-Morgan, C. M. (2019). Can positivity promote safety? Psychological capi-
tal development combats cynicism and unsafe behavior. Safety Science, 116, 13–25. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1016/j.​ssci.​2019.​02.​031

Swann, C., Crust, L., Jackman, P., Vella, S. A., Allen, M. S., & Keegan, R. (2017). Psychological states under-
lying excellent performance in sport: Toward an integrated model of flow and clutch states. Journal of 
Applied Sport Psychology, 29(4), 375–401. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​10413​200.​2016.​12726​50

Thoits, P. A. (1994). Stressors and problem-solving: The individual as psychological activist. Journal 
of Health and Social Behavior, 35(2), 143. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​21373​62

Upadhyay, Y., & Kumar, D. (2020). Leader-member exchange, psychological capital and Employees’ 
creativity. Vision, 24, 406–418. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​09722​62920​925585

Vatankhah, S., Elyeh Javid, E., & Raoofi, A. (2017). Perceived organizational support as the media-
tor of the relationships between high-performance work practices and counter-productive work 
behavior: Evidence from airline industry. Journal of Air Transport Management, 59, 107–115. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jairt​raman.​2016.​12.​001

Wagnild, G. M., & Young, H. M. (1993). Development and psychometric evaluation of the resilience 
scale. Journal of Nursing Measurement, 1(2), 165–178.

Wang, H., Sui, Y., Luthans, F., Wang, D., & Wu, Y. (2014). Impact of authentic leadership on perfor-
mance: Role of followers’ positive psychological capital and relational processes. Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 35(1), 5–21. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1002/​job.​1850

Wu, W. Y., & Nguyen, K. V. H. (2019). The antecedents and consequences of psychological capital: 
A meta-analytic approach. Leadership & Organization Development Journal, 40(4), 435–456. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​lodj-​06-​2018-​0233

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2007). The role of personal 
resources in the job demands-resources model. International Journal of Stress Management, 
14(2), 121–141. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​1072-​5245.​14.2.​121

Zito, M., Cortese, C. G., & Colombo, L. (2018). The Italian adaptation of the work-related flow inven-
tory (WOLF) to Sport: The I-WOLFS scale. Applied Psychology Bulletin, 281(67), 38–45.

Zubair, A., & Kamal, A. (2015). Work related flow, psychological capital, and creativity among 
employees of software houses. Psychological Studies, 60, 321–331. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
S12646-​015-​0330-X

Zuckerman, M. (1983). Sensation seeking and sports. Personality and Individual Differences, 4(3), 285–
292. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​0191-​8869(83)​90150-2

https://doi.org/10.1037/10280-008
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.2.321
https://doi.org/10.1371/annotation/af78b324-7b44-4f89-b932-e851fe04a8e5
https://doi.org/10.1371/annotation/af78b324-7b44-4f89-b932-e851fe04a8e5
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0019477
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2012.744338
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2019.02.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2019.02.031
https://doi.org/10.1080/10413200.2016.1272650
https://doi.org/10.2307/2137362
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972262920925585
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jairtraman.2016.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1850
https://doi.org/10.1108/lodj-06-2018-0233
https://doi.org/10.1037/1072-5245.14.2.121
https://doi.org/10.1007/S12646-015-0330-X
https://doi.org/10.1007/S12646-015-0330-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0191-8869(83)90150-2

	Revisiting and Expanding Psychological Capital: Implications for Counterproductive Work Behaviour
	Abstract
	Revisiting Psychological Capital
	Expansion of Psychological Capital
	Meaning of Flow
	PsyCap Inclusion Criteria and Flow
	PsyCap and Flow
	Counterproductive Work Behaviour (CWB)
	The Present Research
	Study 1
	Sample

	Measures
	Analytical Plan

	Results
	Confirmatory Factor Analysis
	PsyCap as a Second-Order Construct
	Confirmatory Bifactor Analysis (CBA)
	Study 2
	Sample

	Measures
	PCQ-24

	Flow Scale
	Counterproductive Work Behaviour (CWB)
	Analytical Plan

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion, Limitations, and Future Directions
	Appendix
	References


