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Abstract 

The uncertainty of today’s working environment, including prevalence of temporary employment conditions in 

many industries, has affected the psychological well-being of people in the workforce. Psychological well-being 

affects all aspects of a person’s life, including: pleasure, job satisfaction and fulfilment, and life meaning 

(Seligman, 2002). Previous studies have investigated how Psychological Capital (PsyCap) and Core 

Self-evaluations (CSE) are positively related to job satisfaction and performance, but there is little research on 

the relationships of PsyCap and CSE with psychological well-being (PWB). This present study explored the 

relationships among PsyCap, CSE, and PWB in a convenience workplace sample of 121 Australian working 

adults. Results revealed that both PsyCap (involving hope, optimism, resilience and self-efficacy) and CSE 

(involving evaluations of one’s own locus of control, self-esteem, generalised self-efficacy, and adaptive vs 

‘neurotic’ behaviour) were separately positive predictors of wellbeing, consistent with previous studies. There 

were overlaps in concepts but both PsyCap and CSE together predicted higher levels of well-being than either 

alone, and CSE was found to be a partial mediator between PsyCap and well-being indicating that both elements 

were needed in prediction of well-being. Practical implications include that PsyCap and CSE measures can be 

used together in the workplace in assessment, selection, training and development to help improve the quality of 

health and well-being of employees.  Limitations and future research directions are indicated. 

Keywords: well-being, psychological capital, core self-evaluations 

1. Introduction 

Despite extensive recent research investigating the relationship between Psychological Capital (PsyCap) and job 

satisfaction and performance (e.g., Avey, Luthans, Smith, & Palmer, 2010), presently just a few studies (e.g., 

Culbertson, Fullagar, & Mills, 2010) have explored the relationship between PsyCap and traits associated with 

well-being. The current study investigated the personal PsyCap state-like resources and personal Core 

Self-Evaluations (CSE) trait-like resources, and their relationships with well-being. As a consequence of advances 

in technology and globalisation, business and professional workplaces have become increasingly demanding and 

high levels of well-being in staff are needed to contribute to successful performance (Rath & Harter, 2010). 

In recent decades there has been a reduction in permanent employment conditions, and a rise in short-term 

contracts, and temporary, casual and part-time employment (Mitchell & Kristovics, 2005; Sparks et al., 2001), 

including during and after the global financial crisis of 2008-2009 (as noted, for example, in Tora, Martinez, 

Benavides, Leveque, & Ronda, 2015). This indicates the examination of well-being in the workplace may be 

needed, including into employee ability to handle longerterm insecurity and change. The effects of job insecurity 

have been found to impact people’s physical and psychological health, as well as to increase negative emotions 

including, anxiety, depression, hostility, and feelings of despair. Moreover, an unstable workplace creates 

employee distrust in the organisation (Culbertson et al., 2010; Diener & Seligman, 2004). Well-being is therefore 

significant in contributing to organisational outcomes. We examine psychological well-being in more detail next, 

with special attention to Ryff’s model of well-being and the associated scale commonly used to measure 

well-being and then examine psychological qualities and core self evaluations of individuals as we seek to 

understand how individuals cope and how they may be helped to cope better.   

1.1 Psychological Well-being at Work  

Ryff’s (1995) model of wellbeing identified six distinct dimensions as significant contributors to psychological 
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well-being: Self-Acceptance, Environmental Mastery, Purpose in Life, Positive Relations with Others, Personal 

Growth, and Autonomy, as described also more recently by Ryff and Singer (2013) and in relation to the 

workplace, by Žižek, Treven, and Čančer (2015). Žižek et al. (2015) indicated that employees with higher levels 

of PWB experience greater personal freedom, a purposeful life, and goal directed skills development, and tend to 

be enthusiastic, show greater organisational commitment, and be happier in their personal life (than those with 

lower levels of well-being). Stajkovic (2006) suggested that engagement in stimulating work and demonstrating 

“confidence” (PsyCap) are contributing factors to successful work performance. When work tasks are challenging 

yet achievable, employees tend to perform better, experience greater levels of satisfaction, and have increased 

self-efficacy, self-esteem and optimism as a result. These aspects are related both to psychological capital 

attributes and to ‘core’ self-evaluations.  We will discuss these attributes (PsyCap and CSE) in more detail 

subsequently. However, first we present a theoretical background to our interest in PsyCap and Core 

Self-Evaluations at the workplace. 

1.2 Background Theories Related to PsyCap, Core Self-Evaluation and Psychological Well-being  

PsyCap draws from several theories including Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura,1997), establishing reciprocal 

interactions among the person, the environment, and past behaviour. Empirical evidence suggests that the 

determinants of social cognitions are mechanisms for motivation and regulating behaviour. But other theories 

also support research using PsyCap and Core Self-Evaluation attributes.  For example, Goal-Setting Theory 

(Locke & Latham, 2006) suggests: 1) That the more difficult the goal, the higher the level of effort and 

performance the person produces; and 2) That specific, difficult goals lead to greater performance than simply 

being told to ‘do your best’. Goal setting that follows the SMART model (specific, measurable, attainable, 

realistic and time-framed) produces reliable outcomes, basic to Psychological Capital Interventions (Russo & 

Stoykova, 2015).  Theoretical impacts of wellbeing include, as suggested by Rath and Hartner (2010), impacts 

on: Careers; Social relationships; Financial return and overall standard of living; Physical health; and ability to 

contribute to Community.  Wellbeing has also been associated with mental health, longevity, and supportive 

social connectedness (Diener & Seligman, 2004). Details follow as to how PsyCap and Core Self-Evaluations 

may contribute to wellbeing.  

1.3 Psychological Capital 

Psychological Capital (PsyCap) refers to individuals’ positive psychological states of development (Luthans & 

Youssef-Morgan, 2017) and the psychological resources (such as resilience, self-efficacy, hope and optimism) to 

draw upon when efforts are failing or have failed (Karatepe & Karadas, 2015). Despite the similarities between 

the constructs of hope, resilience, optimism, and efficacy that make up PsyCap, each has been analysed and 

demonstrate construct validity (Avey, Luthans, & Youssef, 2010). Positive PsyCap supports hardiness, and the 

ability to change direction and re-set goals where needed (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007; Luthans et 

al., 2004). Furthermore, such resources provide a psychological advantage in any given environment; to think 

and foster behaviour development for greater results (Luthans & Avolio, 2014; Yang & Cho, 2015). PsyCap has 

been positively related to performance and wellbeing in the workplace, more so than any one of the single 

sub-dimension alone of self-efficacy, optimism, hope, and resilience (Avey et al., 2010; Luthans & Youssef, 2007; 

Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017; Stajkovic, 2006). The subscales making up PsyCap are discussed next.  

Self-efficacy is defined as a belief regarding one’s capabilities to execute a specific task within a given, specific 

context (Bandura, 1997). For example, satisfied employees in a resourceful work environment (in the hotel 

industry) have been found to be self-efficacious and goal- and task-oriented (Karatepe & Karadas, 2015).   

Resilience is the capacity to respond to pressures quickly, adaptively, and effectively. It is valued in the workplace, 

as it refers to an employees’ ability to be flexible and improvise when challenges arise, to use judgment, discretion, 

control, and decision latitude, and to develop further through training, skills, knowledge, and an ability to respond 

successfully to challenging situations (Coutu, 2002; Graham, 2013; Sutcliffe & Vogus, 2003).   

Optimism is associated with cognitive processing of expectations and with making positive attributions about 

succeeding now and in the future (Luthans & Youssef, 2007). A study of insurance salesman found the top half of 

optimistic sales agents sold 37% more insurance than the bottom half and had higher retention rates, were more 

satisfied, and had less stress than their more pessimistic counterparts (Schulman, 1999).  

Hope is an expectation of a positive outcome and a set of cognitions based on successful: (a) agency (goal-directed 

determination) and (b) pathways thinking (planning of ways to meet goals) (Snyder et al., 1991). To date there has 

been a little but not extensive research on hope in work contexts (e.g., Stajkovic, 2006). Individuals who possess 

hope, are flexible and capable of re-setting goals when necessary. Hope in stressful jobs is negatively related to 

emotional exhaustion and turnover and positively related to performance (Avey, Luthans, & Jensen, 2009). 
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This study in part, replicates previous studies that have investigated PsyCap and the relationship to performance 

and satisfaction at work; however, we are interested in the relationships between PsyCap and Core 

Self-Evaluations, and psychological wellbeing and thus we explore CSE next.   

1.4 Core Self-Evaluation (CSE) 

CSE is a broad, higher-order construct of personality that is fundamentally trait-like and is comprised of four 

narrow traits well established in personality literature (e.g., Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005). These four are: a) 

Self-Esteem, which refers to the value people place on themselves (Harter, 1990); b) generalised Self-Efficacy, 

which relates to the evaluation of one’s ability to perform across various situations (Locke, McClear, & Knight, 

1996); c) Neuroticism (reverse marked) which describes the tendency to have negative thoughts and appraisals of 

oneself over a variety of situations (Watson, 2001); and d) Locus of Control, which refers to individuals’ beliefs 

about the control they have over events that occur in their life (Rotter, 1966). Individuals who score high on total 

CSE tend to be well adjusted, positive, self-confident and effective, which then manifests in higher levels of 

self-esteem, emotional stability, general self-efficacy, and stronger internal locus of control (Judge, Erez, Bono, 

& Thoressen, 2003). Self-esteem is often used somewhat interchangeably with self-efficacy; however, they 

represent different phenomena. Perceived self-efficacy is concerned with judgements of personal capability, 

whereas self-esteem is concerned with judgements of self-worth. People need more than self-esteem to do well 

in given pursuits (Bandura, 1997). Generalised self-efficacy is seen as a trait-based version of self-efficacy 

(Sherer et al., 1982). Self-efficacy beliefs are based on four principal sources of information: 1) enactive mastery 

experiences that serve as indicators of capability; 2) vicarious experiences that alter efficacy beliefs through 

transmission of competencies and comparison with the attainments of others; 3) verbal persuasion and allied 

types of social influences that one possesses certain capabilities; 4) physiological and affective states from which 

people judge themselves in terms of capability, their strength, and their vulnerability to dysfunction (Bandura, 

1997). CSE extends upon the five-factor model of personality (McCrae & Costa, 1987) and has been found to be 

stable and reliable (Judge & Bono, 2001), to predict job and life satisfaction and job performance (cf., Judge & 

Hurst, 2007; Tsaousis, Nikolaou, Serdaris, & Judge, 2007).  

1.5 Background rationale to Current Study 

By understanding and recognising the need to support the wellbeing of employees, organisations can place 

greater emphasis on intervention programs that strengthen PsyCap and increase positive personality traits in the 

workplace (Russo & Stoykova, 2015). It is beneficial for the organisation, because employees with elevated 

wellbeing tend to take fewer sick-leave days, are more productive, and have greater organisational commitment 

(Rath & Harter, 2010). Research now suggests that despite personality traits generally being stable, there is still 

flexibility for change in those personality traits. For example, it is possible to decrease levels of neuroticism a 

person experiences when overall CSE (and PsyCap) are strengthened.  Extending upon previous research, the 

aim of the current study was to examine the relationships among PsyCap, CSE and psychological wellbeing. 

Regression analysis aimed to determine whether trait-like (CSE) or state-like (PsyCap) factors were most 

associated with wellbeing outcomes (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007). Investigating the relationship 

between state-like PsyCap and the mediating effect of CSE that contribute to wellbeing may shed some light on 

this question.  

1.6 Hypotheses 

The first two hypotheses aimed to add to previous studies that show PsyCap and CSE were positively related to 

job performance and job satisfaction (Judge & Bono, 2001; Luthans et al., 2007), by examining similar 

relationships with psychological wellbeing rather than performance and satisfaction. The third hypothesis 

considered whether both elements contributed significantly together to psychological wellbeing. The fourth 

hypothesis examined whether, as in studies showing that personality mediates between PsyCap and job 

performance and satisfaction (Luthans et al., 2007), CSE (as a more personality-oriented set of qualities) would 

mediate betweenn PsyCap and Wellbeing.  

The specific hypotheses follow: 

H1: PsyCap would have a positive relationship with wellbeing 

H2: CSE would have a positive relationship to wellbeing 

H3: PsyCap and CSE would both have positive relationships to wellbeing and together add increased value to 

predicting psychological wellbeing (multiple hierarchical regression) 

H4: CSE would be a mediator of the PsyCap – Wellbeing relationship. 
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2. Method 

2.1 Participants 

A convenience sample of 121 employed participants (47 males - 38.8%; 74 females - 61.2%), aged 18 to 74 

years (M = 43years; SD = 11.6yrs) completed an online demographics questionnaire and several scales. Members 

came from a variety of employment backgrounds (e.g. Casino & Hotel Industry, Tourism, Hospitality, Education, 

Medicine, Mental Health, Marketing, Sales, Real Estate, Arts and Theatre, and Self-employed). Relationships 

status indicated: 40 single, 49 married, 19 de-facto, and 13 divorced individuals. Level of education attained 

showed 39 achieving high school, and 82 achieving post high school qualifications. 

2.2 Materials 

Ryff’s Psychological Wellbeing Scale. The Ryff’s Psychological Wellbeing Scale, 42-item version (PWB; Ryff, 

1995) was used to measure six dimensions of psychological wellbeing (i.e., self-acceptance, positive relations 

with others, autonomy, environmental mastery, purpose in life, and personal growth). The original scale was a 

6-point Likert scale. The addition of “Neither agree nor disagree” to give a seven-point scale, was included in the 

current study. This was to create uniformity of response options with other scales in the survey. In our study the 

Cronbach alpha for total scale was 0.93. The sub-scales’ internal reliability coefficients can be seen in Table 1 and 

are similar to those reported in other studies (e.g., Kállay, 2013; Ryff, 1989). 

Psychological Capital Questionnaire. The Psychological Capital Questionnaire (PCQ; Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & 

Norman, 2007) is a 24-item scale with four sub-dimensions: self-efficacy, hope, resilience and optimism. PsyCap 

is the composite (higher-order) factor of the four facets. Response options in the original scale range from 1 

(Strongly disagree) to 6 (Strongly agree). For this study, the scale was extended to a 7-point Likert scale to include 

a middle response option, “Neither agree nor disagree”. The Cronbach alpha for the overall scale was  = .90. See 

Table 1 for the sub-scales reliability coefficients. In previous studies; Self-efficacy  = .80; Hope  = .76; 

Resilience  = .70; and Optimism  = .75. Overall scale  = .89 (Luthans et al., 2007). The Cronbach Alpha 

internal consistency coefficients for the current study for the total PCQ and its four subscales are shown in Table 1.   

Core Self-Evaluations Scale (CSES; Judge, Bono, Erez, & Locke, 2005).  The Core Self-Evaluations Scale (CSES) 

contains 12-items measuring four specific core traits (self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, neuroticism, and locus 

of control). The CSES was found to have sound psychometrics and correlated significantly with job satisfaction, 

job performance, and life satisfaction (e.g., Chang, Ferris, Johnson, Rosen, & Tan, 2012; Dorman, Fay, Zapf, & 

Frese, 2006; Judge & Bono, 2001). An overall Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of 0.85 was found; and sub-scale 

coefficients with relevant external scales ranged from 0.64 to 0.87 (e.g., with Neuroticism in McCrae & Costa’s 

(1987) NEO-PI scale; with Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-Esteem 10-item scale;  with Judge et al.’s (1998) Generalised 

Self-Efficacy scale; and  and Levenson’s (1981) Internal, Powerful Others, and Chance (IPC) Scale (for Locus of 

Control) (Judge et al., 2003). The Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficients for the current study for the 

total CSE and its four subscales are shown in Table 1.   

Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and Cronbach alpha coefficients of psychological capital, core 

self-evaluations, and their sub-scales, and correlation coefficients of these variables with psychological wellbeing  

      M (SD) 
Cronbach         

Alpha              

Correlations of variables 

with PWB 

Psychological Wellbeing 221.15  (27.41) .93     - 

Psychological Capital 127.33  (15.37) .90   .66*** 

       Self-efficacy 31.42   ( 5.74) .83   .53*** 

       Hope 31.45   ( 4.97) .80   .52*** 

       Resilience 33.43   ( 4.09) .70   .45*** 

       Optimism 31.02   ( 4.67) .79   .58*** 

Core Self-evaluations 61.10   ( 9.58) .85   .75*** 

       Neuroticism 14.12   ( 3.21) .54   -.63*** 

       Generalised Self-efficacy 17.02   ( 2.01) .67   .69*** 

       Self-esteem 15.04   ( 3.50) .71   .61*** 

       Locus of control 14.88   ( 2.80) .47   .59*** 

Note. N = 121. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.                  
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2.3 Design and Procedure           

The present study used a non-experimental, correlational design. Hierarchical multiple regressions were used to 

determine the influence of core self-evaluations (trait-like factors) and psychological capital (state-like factors) on 

the criterion variable, wellbeing. Following University ethics approval, data was collected over three months via 

social media platforms, survey flyers on workplace noticeboards with anonymous link to survey attached, and via 

email invitation, using online Qualtrics (©2016 QUALTRICS, LLC). 

3. Results 

3.1 Preliminary Analyses  

Data cleaning and screening for assumptions occurred; leading to 15 cases being removed. A trend for incomplete 

responses occurred towards the end of the overall questionnaire. The final sample size was N = 121. 

Multicollinearity was not an issue and assumptions were met. An independent-samples t-test showed no 

significant difference between the male and female groups. As shown in Table 1 above, PsyCap correlated 0.51 

with CSE and the correlations between each of the sub-variables ranged from 0.45 to 0.69. The total PCQ scale 

correlated strongly with wellbeing (.66).  The PsyCap subscales showed strong correlations also with PWB 

wellbeing (0.45 to 0.58). Similarly for the CSE scale, the CSE total correlated 0.75 with PWB, with the subscales 

of CSE correlating from 0.59 to 0.69 with PWB (neuroticism, negatively at -0.61).   

3.2 Main Analyses  

Standard multiple regressions were run to test the hypotheses. Independent variables were total PsyCap and total 

CSE, with the dependent variable being total wellbeing. Alpha of .05 was used. Each of the scales (total PsyCap 

and total CSE) correlated moderately with total wellbeing (.66 and .75 respectively). 

Hypothesis 1, that PsyCap would be positively correlated with wellbeing, was supported (Table 2). R was 

significant, F (1,119) = 92.56, p <.001, with R2 at .44. The adjusted R2 value of .43 when using total PsyCap only, 

indicated that 43% of the variance of wellbeing was accounted for by total PsyCap. The PsyCap subscales 

showed a significant R (see Table 3, as expected), F (4,116) = 24.28, p < .001. Similar to PsyCap as a whole, the 

R2 was .46. The adjusted R2 value was .44, indicating that 44% of the variance of wellbeing was accounted for by 

the sub-scales- that is essentially no difference whether the total score alone or the regression summed four 

subscale score was used. However, while all four subscales contributed to the overall model it was self-efficacy 

and optimism that were the significant predictors of PWB, with optimism showing strongest relationship. Our 

hypothesis was about the total PsyCap score and no hypothesis had been raised about the subscale scores in 

relation to PWB.  

Table 2. Multiple regression showing total psychological capital predicting wellbeing 

Predictor ∆ R 2 R 2 adj. F B SE B β t 

Wellbeing .44 .43 92.56*** 70.99 15.72  4.51*** 

PCQ total    1.18 .12 .66 9.62*** 

Note. N = 121. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

Table 3. Multiple regression showing the four factors of psychological capital predicting wellbeing 

Predictor ∆ R 2 R 2 adj. F B SE B β t 

Wellbeing .46 .44 24.28*** 71.92 16.91  4.25*** 

  Self-Eff    1.19 .44 .25 2.72*** 

  Hope    .75 .53 .14 1.43 

  Resilience    .70 .56 .10 1.25 

  Optimism    2.10 .49 .36 4.29*** 

Note. N = 121. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

Hypothesis 2, that Core Self-Evaluations would have a positive relationship with wellbeing, was supported; R 

was significant, F(1, 119) = 154.68, p < .001, with R2 (effect size) at .57, with an adjusted R2  value of .56 

indicating that 56% of the variance in predicting wellbeing was accounted for by total CSE. Furthermore, the 

subscales of CSE (see Table 4) showed a significant R, F(1, 116) = 44.79, p < .001. Similarly, to the total CSE, 

the subscales R2 was .61, with an adjusted R2 value of .59, indicating that 59% of the variance in wellbeing was 

accounted for by the subscales. However, while all four subscales contributed to the overall model it was 
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General Self-Efficacy and Self-Esteem that were the most significant predictors of PWB, with general 

self-efficacy showing strongest relationship. Our hypothesis was about the total CSE score and no hypothesis 

had been raised about the subscale scores in relation to PWB.  

Table 4. Multiple regression for core self-evaluation facets predicting wellbeing 

Predictor ∆ R 2 R 2 adj F B SE B β 

Constant .61 .59 44.79*** 59.69 13.61  

Neuroticism    1.59 .76 .19* 

Gen.Self-E.    5.79 1.05 .43*** 

Self-esteem    1.80 .66 .23** 

Locus of C.    .90 .80 .09 

Note. N = 121. *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001. 

Hypothesis 3, that PsyCap and CSE would both contribute positively to wellbeing, was supported (Table 5). 

When psychological capital is entered at step 1 as a predictor the previous information on the relationship 

between PsyCap and PWB (0.66) is shown; when CSE is entered at step 2, acting as a mediator, an increase in 

prediction of PWB occurs (an increase in adjusted R2 from 0.43 to 0.66, but with both PsyCap and CSE 

contributing highly significantly to psychological wellbeing. As can be seen in Table 5, core self-evaluations 

contribute more highly than PsyCap (0.56 to 0.38) but both are needed to predict most successfully high levels of 

wellbeing (0.66).  

Table 5. Hierarchical multiple regression predicting wellbeing from psychological capital and core 

self-evaluations  

Predictor ∆ R 2 R 2 adj β B SE B 

Step 1 .44 .43    

    Constant    70.99 15.72 

    Psychological Capital   .66*** 1.18 .12 

Step 2 .23 .66    

    Constant    38.13 12.63 

    Psychological Capital   .38*** .67 .11 

    Core Self-evaluations   .56*** 1.60 .18 

Note. *p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001. 

Hypothesis 4, that CSE would be a mediator of the PsyCap – Wellbeing relationship, has already been addressed 

in part (above) in answering hypothesis 3, being supported. However, to test further the hypothesis that total 

CSE would mediate between PsyCap and wellbeing, the four steps approach was used (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 

Step 1: the direct relationship between PsyCap (predictor) with wellbeing (outcome variable) was calculated; 

Step 2: the predictive relationship between PsyCap and CSE (mediator) was calculated; Step 3: the predictive 

relationship between CSE (mediator) and the outcome variable (wellbeing) was calculated; and Step 4:  both 

PsyCap and CSE were entered as the predictors of wellbeing in a multiple regression, with results indicating 

partial mediation had occurred as described next. The total variance explained by the model as a whole was 66%, 

F (2, 118) = 119.41, p < .001. CSE explained an additional 23% of the variance in wellbeing, after controlling 

for PsyCap, ∆R 2=.23, ∆F (1,118) = 82.70, p < .001. The bootstrapping method was used. As this process is 

robust (Preacher & Hayes, 2008), the Sobel test was not required, and the results showed both PsyCap and CSE 

contributed significantly to wellbeing.  

4. Discussion 

The aim of this study was to examine the relationships between psychological capital and core self-evaluations 

in a general sample of Australian workers, and to assess the contribution those psychological resources made to 

employee wellbeing.  People spend much of their adult lives in the workforce, and psychological wellbeing 

affects all aspects of peoples’ lives: health, happiness, job satisfaction, personal performance and relationships. 

Developing the positive attributes of personality and PsyCap in employees could support wellbeing and foster 

constructive emotions and behaviour (Žižek et al., 2015) and our study set out to confirm the relationships 
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between PsyCap and CSE, and wellbeing.  

As expected, Hypothesis 1, that PsyCap would be positively correlated with wellbeing was supported. From the 

sub-scales, optimism and self-efficacy reached strong significance levels in predicting wellbeing and contributed 

more than did hope and resilience in this context. This finding mirrored the findings of PsyCap overall in 

predicting performance (Avey et al., 2010; Stajkovic, 2016) and is consistent with the Culbertson et al. (2010) 

study linking PsyCap and wellbeing attributes. Self-efficacy has been recognised consistently in many studies as 

associated with performance and wellbeing (e.g., Hicks & Knies, 2013; Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017) as 

has optimism though to a lesser extent, though the value of PsyCap overall has been demonstrated consistently 

as indicated.    

Hypothesis 2, that CSE would be positively correlated with wellbeing, was also supported. Core Self Evaluations 

have been, like PsyCap, extensively studied though the scale may not be as well known as the PsyCap scale now 

is. The four scales that make up the Core Self Evaluations, as were the scales in the PsyCap measure, have been 

well-investigated and perform in combination in a strongly positive manner (as indicated in Method above, and 

in research by Chang et al., 2012, Judge & Hurst, 2007, among others). Our project showed that CSE was 

strongly predictive of wellbeing, similarly to PsyCap. Our results again mirror earlier results but in different 

contexts where the trait-like (personality-like) overall CSE scores were related to performance at work (Judge et 

al., 2003); investigation revealed that general self-efficacy and self-esteem had strong relationships to wellbeing 

along with neuroticism (negatively).  

Hypothesis 3 that PsyCap and CSE would both be positively related to wellbeing was also supported, 

demonstrating the interplay between states and traits.  

Lastly, Hypothesis 4 was supported. CSE partially mediated the relationship between PsyCap and wellbeing.  

These findings provide insights to employers, that could facilitate training and development programs that foster 

PsyCap, CSE and PWB. Previous studies have shown how Psychological Capital Interventions (PCI; Russo & 

Stoykova, 2015), were effective when used in a training intervention group and compared to the non-intervention 

group. The current results further support this training contribution, supporting Locke’s Goal-setting theory 

(1968). For details on Psychological Capital Intervention, see Russo and Stoykova (2015). Bandura’s Social 

Cognitive Theory (1997) was also represented in the study outcomes, demonstrating the ability to regulate 

behaviour from having developed internal resources, as optimism and hope support emotional regulation. 

Furthermore, those who are self-efficacious and have increased levels of self-esteem, have a better chance of 

ensuring success than someone who has lower levels of these resources (Stajkovic, 2006).  

4.1 Contributions to Practice 

In addition to recommending psychological interventions, beneficial contributions might be made in other self- 

and other- development areas of: life-coaching, therapy, mentoring, leadership and personal development. People 

who develop personally, become more efficient and engaged at work (Žižek et al., 2015). Previous studies 

investigating employee wellbeing have explored European and Indian samples (Žižek et al., 2015). The results 

from this current study can be seen to be useful for Australian organisations in the development of employee 

training programs targeting this psychological skill-set. 

4.2 Possible Limitations and Sampling Issues, and Future Research and Practice 

A limitation to this study may have been the use of the web-based survey which limited the range of respondents 

to those who had internet access and technical computer skills. Further, males were somewhat underrepresented, 

making up just under 40% of the sample. Ethnicities were not explored. Given that Australia is a multicultural 

country, caution needs to be taken in viewing the results as generally applicable. Future research might compare 

groups from different industries and business, and the wellbeing of those in permanent employment positions 

versus the less stable, temporary – contractual or ‘casual’ positions, and the effects on wellbeing might also be 

examined. Suggestions for future research would be to recruit participants that fit specific groups; for example, 

upper management in organisations, those in stable permanent employment versus those in temporary 

employment; and those who directly face customers versus office workers who have less/or no interaction. 

Finally, self-selection bias may have occurred, as individuals volunteered to participate in the online survey. 

Caution is therefore warranted when interpreting results. Both scales yielded good reliability and were short 

scales: the CSE was a 12-item scale, whereas the PCQ PsyCap was a 24-item scale. Research has merited the 

validity of shorter scales (Judge et al., 2003) and industry would support this: however, it is recommended that 

future studies explore scales of similar length, and perhaps lengthier versions of other relevant variables.  
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4.3 Summary and Implications 

Organisations, consultants and HR personnel should find the short PsyCap and CSE scales helpful in resource 

assessment and planning in organisations. Functions pertaining to recruitment, selection, training and 

development can be improved. This study filled a gap in the literature by examining the joint contributions of 

PsyCap and CSE to PWB, using an employee-based and not a student-based sample. PsyCap and CSE are 

valuable resources that when cultivated allow individuals the ability to withstand difficult times and exercise 

better control over events. The findings have demonstrated that Core Self-evaluations and Psychological capital 

qualities are both important predictors of wellbeing. There is limited research on the sub-facets of PsyCap and 

CSE but it would seem from our study that optimism (in PsyCap) and General Self-Efficacy (in CSE) could be 

given special attention in developing wellbeing outcomes. 

Recommendations for future research include to continue the exploration with different populations; 

recommendations for practice in organisations include implementing programs that will foster improved PsyCap 

and CSE qualities. Organisations that invest in the development and management of employee PsyCap, CSE 

(and wellbeing), will ensure advantage in the business world by growing teams of committed, efficient, 

confident, and initiative exploring employees. Fostering PsyCap is beneficial for all business organisations, with 

likely contribution to lower turnover, less sickness and deviant behaviour, and better performance in the 

workplace (e.g., Diener & Seligman, 2004).  

In conclusion, wellbeing affects all human functioning: health, relationships, life satisfaction, and personal 

performance. The findings from the current paper show that Psychological Capital and Core Self-Evaluations 

attributes are associated directly with psychological wellbeing. Further studies are needed but organisational 

managers can use the results to plan successful growth of their human resource capabilities via development of 

appropriate tailored interventions that broaden and build PsyCap and core self evaluations in their employees. 
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